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Current Topics. 


Solicitors and the Poor Persons Rules. 


WE akE informed that at the next meeting of the Law Society 
attention will be called to the present system of conducting 
Poor Persons cases, chiefly divorce cases, both as regards the 
official part, which, of course, is covered by official remuneration, 
and as regards the lawyers’ part, which is required to be gratuitous. 
The correspondence we have recently published shows that a 
good deal of interest is being taken in the subject, but we do 
not propose to say more at present. No doubt if the question is 
to be raised in the manner suggested, notice will be given and 
will be published in the ordinasy way. 


The Hilary Cause Lists. 

Tue Cause Lists for the term are somewhat lighter than they 
have been recently. The Court of Appeal has a total of 139 
causes as against 192 at the beginning of the Michaelmas Sittings 
and 160 a year ago. The Chancery Division ordinary lists are 
314 as against 407 at Michaelmas and 326 a year ago; and there 
are also the Companies (Winding-up) and Bankruptcy matters. 
The total in the King’s Bench Division is 765 against 1,236 at 
Michaelmas (the drop in actions for trial is from 1,082 to 654), 
and 1,379 a year ago. And in the Probate, Divorce and 
Admiralty Division it is 857 against 931 at Michaelmas and 1,077 
a year ago. In this Division the big figures of a year or two back 
—3,024 at Trinity, 1921—have for the present disappeared. 
The appeals include an appeal in Craddock v. Hunt, 1922, 2 Ch. 
809, where PB: O. Lawrence, J., allowed rectification and 
specific performance in the same action, and against the judgment 
ot McCarpiE, J., in Bowling v. Camp, ante, p. 114, on the effect 
of the Gaming Act, 1922. 


Simplified Income Tax Forms. 

WE PRINT elsewhere the announcement of the appointment 
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer of a Committee to consider 
the simplification of Income Tax forms. We made some 
suggestions recently (ante, p. 178) as to the direction which 
simplification. might usefully take, the idea being to give the 
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taxpayer a chance of stating his income and his claims to abate- 
ment or exemption on a simple form, just as he would state a 
trading account, without the incumbrance of official notes. The 
matter is perfectly simple in itself; the only complication that 
exists is due to the forms. No doubt the Board of Inland Revenue 
object to any change, and last September (The Times, 15th Sept.) 
they called in aid the Report of the Income Tax Commission, 
but, as we pointed out in our recent remarks, the Commission 
was not helpful in the matter. Of course, this is only one of the 
taxation questions as to which inquiry is needed, and 
Mr. P. D. Leake and others have pressed for a much more 
exhaustive overhauling of our system of taxation than has 
hitherto been attempted. 


The late Mr. Mathew, K.C. » 


THE UNTIMELY DEATH of Mr. C. J. Marnew, K.C., at the early | 
age of fifty, deprives the House of Commons of one of the most | 


intellectual as well as of one of the most disinterested of its 
members. A son of the late Lord Justice MATHEW, and younger 
brother of Mr. Tuzopatp Matuew, Recorder of Margate, he 
practised at the Chancery Bar, and was attached to the Court 
of Mr. Justice Russert. Mr. Matuew’s accession to the 
ranks of the Labour party came as a surprise to those who 
knew him only as a lawyer, but he had long trended that way, 
and much of his leisure had been given to the advancement 
of philanthropic work in the East End. Indeed, for some years 
past he has been Chairman of the Labour Party’s Legal Reform 
committee, which used to meet once a month in his chambers 
in Old Square and included among those regularly or occasionally 


attending its meetings such well-known names as Lord HALDANE | 


(who, however, was rather a sympathizer than an adherent), 
Mr. Parrick Hastineas, Mr. Hemmerpe, Mr. Siesser, the 
standing counsel of the Trade Union Party, and Mr. HoLrorp 
Knicut. It was generally believed, in politico-legal circles, that 


in the event of the Labour Party assuming the reins of Govern- | 


ment within the next decade, Mr. MATHEW would be invited to 


act as Home Secretary. The office would have suited him; he | 


was not ambitious of legal success and preferred an opportunity 
of assisting the humanitarian causes to which he was devoted, 


such as the reform of capital punishment, the discontinuance of | 


corporal punishment, and generally the experiment of substituting 
reformatory for retaliatory punitive methods. A realist as well 
as a reformer, he was not convinced that such a scheme would 
succeed, but he felt that the State ought at least to give other 
methods than the present a fair trial before reluctantly deciding 
that humanitarianism cannot be put into complete practice in this 
imperfect world. A moderate man, despite his advanced views, 
Mr. Matuew would have been a restraining influence in the 
counsels of his party, and his death will be regretted by those 
who do not share his political opinions. 


The Lord Advocate and the House of Commons. 


A CURIOUS DIFFICULTY is facing the Government in connection 
with the Scots legal appointments. 
nor the Solicitor-General have succeeded in finding a Scots seat 
in the House, and it now seems very unlikely that they will do so 


at any early date since the Scots Unionist members have very | 


doubtfully safe seats in view of the Rent Restriction agitation 
at present raging in Scotland. The Government, apparently, 
is considering the question of finding an English constituency 
for the Lord Advocate, but naturally there is some hesitation 
as this step appears to be without precedent. On the other hand, 


an English Attorney-General once found a seat in Scotland. | 


Sir Joun (afterwards Lord) CAMPBELL, defeated in 1851, was 
returned for Edinburgh. On principle, there seems no reason 
why a law-officer should not sit for any part of the United 
Kingdom, but there are obvious practical inconveniences and 
sentimental objections. Of course, the presence of a Scots 
law officer in the House of Commons is not really indispensable : 
the English Attorney-General could answer questions addressed 


Neither the Lord Advocate | 


l 

| tohim. In Sir Ropert Horne the Conservative party possesses, 
in the House, a very great and successful leader at the Scots 
Bar, whose advice and assistance would presumably be available 
in an emergency. 


Real Property in France. 


THE Times of last Wednesday has an important article from 
its Paris correspondent on a Bill restricting the rights of foreigners 
| to acquire or hold real property in France, which has ed the 
| Chamber of Deputies without discussion and is now before the 
Senate, and it gives a translation of the text of the Bill. The 

| first two clauses are as follows :-— 

Article 1.—Foreigners may acquire under the same conditions as 
Frenchmen immovables, or real property rights attached thereto, by 
gift or purchase by conforming to the provisions of the present law. 

Article 2.—In order to acquire the ownership or life interest in 
immovable property or to conclude a lease of more than nine years, 
foreigners and foreign corporations must first obtain the authorization 
of the Government, which is granted by means of a decree tendered 
on the report of the Minister of the Interior. 

The authorization shall not be granted to foreigners who shall have 
been refused the permission to reside or establish themselves in France, 

Article 3.—Civil and commercial companies and firms are subject to 
the same obligation. 

Article 3 continues with a definition of the companies and firms 
which are exempt, namely, those which are governed by French 
law and have their registered office in France, and in which—to 
put it shortly—the controlling interest is French. Under further 
clauses a foreigner who becomes entitled to ownership, life 
| interest, or lease for more than nine years must, if he has not 
previously obtained the required authorization, obtain it within 
two months. If he does not do so, or if the authorization is 


| refused, notice will be given to him to effect the alienation of the 
| property, and in default it will be sold under a judgment in 


accordance with the procedure of the Code of Civil Procedure 
for the sale of the property of minors. Foreigners at present 
entitled to ownership, life interests, or leases having more than 
nine years to run are allowed six months to comply with the 
law. Naturally, the Bill has aroused diplomatic and other 
protest, and it will be remembered that in this country foreigners 
are under no disability as to acquiring and holding real as well 
as personal property: see British Nationality Act, 1914, s. 14, 
repealing the same provision of the Act of 1870. 


The County Courts in 1921. 


Tue County Court Statistics for 1921, which were issued 
recently (H.M. Stationery Office, 7s. 6d. net) with an introductory 
note by Mr. H. P. Botanp, the Superintendent of the County 
Courts Department, contain a great mass of detailed figures 
with respect to the various Circuits, but for general purposes the 
' summaries given in Tables I and VIII are the most useful feature. 
| Table I gives the summaries of the proceedings in the Circuits 
for 1921, and Table VIII the comparative statistics from 1870 
to 1921. The total plaints entered are divided into four classes— 
(1) not exceeding £20, (2) £20 to £50, (3) £50 to £100, and (4) above 
| £100 by agreement. The figures for these classes in 1921 were 
| 505,759 ; 38,727; 8,848; 322. The first of these totals—plaints 
not exceeding £20—shows an increase on the preceding four 
| years, 1917 to 1920, but it is still less than half the pre-war 

figure—1,172,189 in 1913; from that it fell gradually to 301,587 
in 1918, which sufficiently explains the trouble which befell the 
| county courts and their staffs. From 1870 onwards these plaints 
had usually been over a million. But the history of the second 
class—£20 to £50—has been quite different. The figure before 
the war was about 13,000 annually ; it dropped during the war 
| to 7,986 in 1918, and then rose by leaps to 38,727 in 1921. The 
course of the figures in the third class—£50 to £100—is similar. 
It fell from 2,490 in 1913 to 1,750 in 1917, and by 1921 had 
risen to 8,848. But cases over £100 are not so satisfactory. In 
1906 they reached 595; there was then a steady drop to 177 in 
| 1918, followed by a rise to 382 in 1920 and 322 in 1921. 
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The Distribution of County Court Business. 

THAT PLAINTs under £20 have only got back to half the pre-war 
figure is no doubt due to the temporary prevalence of high wages, 
but the increases in the plaints from £20 to £100 seem to show 
that county court business is becoming more substantial. The 
465 courts vary very much, of course, in the plaints entered. 
Birmingham heads the list with 25,202 (including 74 remitted 
actions) and Westminster is a good second with 25,025. The 


City of London Court—to adopt its convenient short title—has | 


26,596. No other court exceeds 20,000, but there are nine 
between 10,000 and 20,000. Manchester is a long way behind 
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there became due to the Crown Agent for the Colonies, £1,725 
for interest in respect of two loans made by the Kelantan Govern- 
ment to the Company, and the Company suggested to the Crown 








| Agents that they (the Company) should retain this money in 


part payment of their costs. The Crown Agents did not agree 


| to this course being taken and the Company paid over the monev. 


The Company then made an unsuccessful application for an 
order on the Crown Agents to re-pay the money to them, but this 
was dismissed by Russet, J., who held that the submission 
of the Kelantan Government to the jurisdiction in the arbitration 


| and subsequent proceedings was not a submission for the present 


| purpose. The Court was not being asked to enforce an already 


to it in the larger business ; probably the industrial classes are | existing right over moneys of the sovereign State in the hands 
better off in Manchester. Leeds has a total for all plaints of of the agent in this country, but the Company was seeking to 
13,189, Shefield, 10,781, Bristol 11,706, and the London courts— | acquire such a right for the first time. Unless, therefore, that 


Liverpool in the £20 plaints—6,453 to 14,801—but is much nearer 


oOre®w’oaerFmfeertmtens Se - & 


Clerkenwell, Bloomsbury and others, range from about 10,000 to 
15,000. At the other end is Northleach, on the Gloucester Circuit, 


with only 27, and the Westbury court, which had 25 up to | 


30th September, has been abolished. 
Imprisonment for Debt. 


THERE HAS BEEN an extraordinary diminution of recent years 
in the figures of imprisonment for debt. In 1870 the debtors 
imprisoned were 6,597. After some fluctuations, in the course 
of which the figures fell to 4,063 in 1875, it rose almost con- 
tinuously to 11,986 in 1906. Then it commenced to fall and 
had come down to 5,711 in 1913. It dropped rapidly during 
the war and was only 206 in 1919; in 1921 it had risen to 424. 
The drop in the proportion of actual imprisonments to warrants 
issued is equally striking. In 1870 about a quarter of the warrants 
resulted in imprisonment, and so, too, in 1879. Then the fraction 
diminished gradually to about one-fifteenth and in 1914 to one- 
thirtieth. In 1919 it was one-hundredth—21,647 warrants 
and 206 imprisonments; and similarly in 1920. In 1921 it 
had risen to about one-fiftieth—18,561 warrants and 424 


imprisonments. But compared to twenty years ago imprison- | 


ment for debt by the county courts has been almost abolished. 


It continues, however, for other purposes. The report of the | 


Prisons Commissioners for 1921—we have not that for 1922 at 
hand—gives 5,204 as the total debtors received, reckoning 279 
ascounty courtdebtors. The others included 275 for non-payment 
of rates, 626 for non-payment of income tax, and 3,880 for 
default in payment of wife maintenance and bastardy arrears. 


So that the bulk of the imprisonment is not now due to county | 


court process. But whatever the purpose, it is probably safe 
to say that imprisonment for non-payment of money is always 


a mistake. The most hopeless way of getting money out of | 


& man is to send him to prison. As to the treatment of debtors 
in prison, we may refer to “ English Prisons To-day,” pp. 227- 
229. 


Jurisdiction over Property of Foreign States. 


THERE ARE probably few positions more annoying to an 
individual than that of finding himself precluded from setting 
off a sum of money which is in his hands against a debt due to 
him from the person to whom that sum of money ostensibly 
belongs ; and when that sum of money ostensibly belongs to a 
foreign state it is interesting to note that, for reasons of inter- 
national comity, a creditor may be prevented from obtaining 
an immediate adjustment in this country and be compelled to 
resort to the Courts of Law of that foreign state—a course which 
may involve him in considerable inconvenience and delay. 
Such a condition of affairs arose recently in the case of Duff 
Development Co. v. Government of Kelantan and the Crown Agents 
for the Colonies, 1922, W.N. 328. An arbitration in this country 
between the company and the Government of Kelantan, an 
independent sovereign state in the Malay Peninsula, resulted 
m an application to the Court by the Kelantan Government for 

setting aside of the award and an order being made against 
them for costs. The costs ultimately due from them to the 
Company amounted to upwards of £5,000. Subsequently 


| 


| State had submitted to the jurisdiction of this country for the 


| purpose of having the question of the creation and enforcement 

of this new right disposed of (which in his view had not been 

done) the Company must seek their remedy in the Courts of 
| Kelantan: See Westlake’s Private International Law, 6th edition, 
| p. 263, where it is said :—“ if the plaintiff only claims by 
virtue of an obligation alleged to exist on the part of the foreign 
sovereign or state, he can no more pursue that claim indirectly 


} 


| through the agent than he could do so directly; and he is 
| defeated by the refusal or omission of the foreign sovereign or 
| state to appear and consent to be bound.” 


| The Ben Hamid Case. 


In INTERNATIONAL Law circles a story is going round just now 
| which certainly ought to be true, but probably is no more than 
| ben trovato. It is said that at the Lausanne Conference, when 
| Lord Curzon pointed out to the Turks the impossibility of with- 
| drawing from Europeans in Turkey the protection of the Capitula- 
| tions until Turkish criminal procedure is reformed, Ismet PasHa 
| solemnly retorted by quoting the defects of English procedure 
| where Turks are concerned as disclosed in the once celebrated 
| political case of Ben Hamrp. The curious will find an account of 
| this paradoxical suitinthe ‘“‘ Experiences” of Sergeant Ballantine: 
| it was once a battleground of criminal law reformers. BEN 
| HAMID was an itinerant Turkish vendor of ice-cream in Clerkenwell 
| in the reign of William IV. A robber attacked him and carried 
| off the money in his till; but two of the new Peelite policemen 
appeared on the scene and caught him red-handed. The magis- 
trate committed him for trial at the Old Bailey, and, in accordance 
| with the custom still prevailing,"bound over the witnesses of the 

Crown—including Ben Hamip—to appear at the trial and give 
| evidence. But in those old days witnesses for the Crown were 
not, as at present, bound over in their own recognizances: they 
| had to find a householder of respectability to go bail for them. 

If they could not do so, they were committéd to prison to await 

the trial ; an absurd practice only abandoned in 1880. Sir 
| Witt1aM Fraser, one of DisrakE.i’s Conservative Whips, who 
| secured this reform after long years of advocacy in Parliament, tells 
| us, in “ Disraeli and his Day,” that up till its abolition there 
| were always some dozen of Crown witnessesin prison because they 
‘could not find bail. In fact, poor persons would not come 
forward as witnesses, because they feared to run this risk. Yet 
the system was defended like all obviously indefensible anomalies, 
on the ground that, if it were abolished, witnesses would be 

“ got at ” and would “ disappear,” so that dangerous ruffians 

would not be convicted. Well, Ben Hamip went to prison. The 
actual robber had friends and was admitted to bail: he promptly 
fled the country. The trial came on; the defendant was 

‘* called ” on to surrender to his bail and, of course, did not do so ; 

a warrant for his arrest was issued and the trial postponed to 

next Sessions. This continued steadily from year to year, BEN 

Hamip meanwhile languishing in gaol, until King William died, 

and, under the then existing law, the prosecution abated and 

Ben Hamu was released. He returned at once to Constantinople 

not much impressed, says Sergeant BALLANTINE, by western 
legal procedure. 
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Queen Victoria and the Salic Law. 

THE PUBLICATION of the life of the Lord ABERDEEN who 
was a cabinet minister from 1851 to 1854 is especially 
interesting to constitutional lawyers if only because it contains 
a letter from Queen Vicroria expressing her personal preference 
for the “ Salic Law.” The Queen, of course, was a very con- 
servative-minded woman; but, we believe, it has not hitherto 
been suspected—what this letter now discloses—that she ever 
contemplated the abdication of the throne. She certainly, while 
she filled it, cherished a high, dignified, and conscientious 
estimate of her own position and duty in the eyes of God. It 
seems, however, that in 1854, worried by the long-continued 
popular attacks on the Prince Consort, she was prepared to take 
this step, believing that a woman’s first duty was to her husband, 
and that therefore it was difficult for a female sovereign to give 
satisfaction to her subjects. Queen Exizaperu felt the same 
difficulty ; she solved it by the expedient of refusing to marry, 


notwithstanding the constant petitions of the House of Commons | 


that she should give England a King by choosing a husband. 
In Queen Vicroria’s early days there was an obscure plot, now 
forgotten, to depose the young Queen and put on the throne her 
uncle, the King of Hanover and Duke of Cumberland. It came 
to nothing, chiefly because WELLINGTON would have nothing to 
do with it; but one or two of the leading High Tories of that day 
seem to have toyed with the idea; though probably it was never 
taken very seriously even by the conspirators themselves. 








Survivorship of Bare Powers. 


THE point decided by Eve, J., in the recent case of In re Harding: 
Harding v. Paterson, 1923, W.N. 8, has been the subject of 
very divergent views amongst text writers. In short, his lord- 
ship held that s. 22 of the Trustee Act, 1893, has not abrogated 
the rule that a bare power given to Lwo or more persons nominatim 
does not survive unless there are express words pointing to 
an intention on the part of the settlor or testator thet the power 
shall be exerciseable by the survivors. The history of the point 
is not without interest. 

So long ago as the days of Coke the rule was recognised that 
a bare power given to several persons by name ceases on the 
death of any one of them. It was apparently the view of that 
learned author that the rule applied even although the persons 
named were appointed executors by the donor of the power ; 
see Co. Litt. 113a. On that point, however, Mr. HARGRAVE, 
in a very lengthy and discursive note challenged his author’s 
opinion, although Mr. Harerave states that where a oaked 
power is vested in two or more nominatim, without reference 
to an office in its nature liable to survivorship, it would undoubt- 
edly be a contradiction of the general rule to allow the power 
to survive. We are only concerned here with bare powers 
not in any way connected with an office, and the rule that such 
a power if given to two or more persons by name will not 
survive. 

The basis of this rule is that where a power is entrusted to 
the joint execution of several named persons, it is not to be 
supposed that the donor of the power intended the power to 
be exercised when one of the original donees had died. It is, 
in other words, to be regarded as a joint confidence imposed 
in all the named donees. When one of them has died the joint 
discretion ceases to be the joint discretion, which the donor 
intended should control the exercise of the power. Hence the 
rule, which must however yield to context, for the rule is really 
nothing more than a rule of construction. In Farwell on Powers, 
3rd ed., p. 514, the rule is laid down in the following words : 
‘ A bare power, given to two or more by name, cannot be executed 
by the survivor.” Lord Sr. LEonarDs, in laying down four 
rules which he deduced from the authorities, gave as the first 


the proposition that where a power is given to two or more by | 


their proper names, who are not made executors, it will not 
survive without express words: Sugden, Powers, 8th ed., p. 128. 








Mr. Vaizey (Vaizey on Settlements, Vol. I, p. 348) expressed 
the view that s. 38 of the Conveyancing Act had in affect abrogated 
the rule just mentioned. ‘‘ This enactment,” says Mr. Varzey, 
“appears to make a power survive in every one of the four 
cases mentioned in Lord St. Leonarps’ four rules.” Section 38 

| of the Act of 1881, is (omitting immaterial words) as follows: 

'“* Where a power is given to two or more trustees jointly, then, 

unless the contrary intention is expressed, the same may be 

exercised or performed by the survivors or survivor of them 
for the time being.” It would certainly appear that Mr. Vaizey 
in his somewhat sweeping conclusion, had overlooked the fact 
| that Lord St. Leonarps’ first rule was not confined to powers 
given only to trustees or executors, but obviously included powers 
given to ordinary donees. The Act of 1881 does not contain 
the provision, to» which we shall refer, which is to be found in 

the Trustee Act, 1893. 

Section 38 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, was replaced by 
| s. 22 of the Trustee Act, 1893. By s. 50 the expressions “ trust ” 


| and “ trustees” are to include implied and constructive trusts. 
If, therefore, a donee of a bare power is to be regarded as an 
implied or constructive trustee, or possibly more correctly, 
if a donee of a bare power is to be regarded as a trustee with an 
implied or constructive trust to perform, then there would appear 
to be a reasonable ground for holding that s. 22 of the Trustee 
Act had in effect abrogated Lord Sr. Leonarps’ first rule. 
| But it will be observed that when Mr. VaizEy expressed the 
opinion above referred to, the legislature had not enacted that 
implied and constructive trustees were to be deemed trustees for 
the purposes of the material statute. 
Since Mr. Vaizey expressed his view, considerable support 
has been given by the courts to the view that a donee of a bare 
power is a trustee for the due exercise of the power. In Re 
| Skeat’s Settlement, 42 Ch. D. 522, Kay, J., held that a power of 
| appointipg new trustees is a fiduciary power. In that case 
| the persons who were empowered to appoint new trustees were 

not themselves trustees of the settlement. The question in 
| that case was whether one of the donees could be validly appointed 
and the learned judge held that he could not. But the ground 
of the decision was that the power was a fiduciary power, and 
could not be exercised for the benefit of one of the donees. “ It 
is a power which involves a duty of a fiduciary nature”; said 
the learned judge, “ and I therefore come to the conclusion that 
| the power is a fiduciary power.” This comes very near to 
| holding that a donee of a bare power is at any rate a constructive 
or implied trustee for the purposes of the power. 


Another authority which would tend to support the same view, 
is the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of In re 
| Shortridge, 1895, 1 Ch. 278. There the Court held that the power 
| of appointing new trustees vested in a lunatic was a power 

vested in him in the character of a trustee within the meaning 

of s. 128 of the Lunacy Act, 1890. The decision, if not based on 
the decision of Kay, J., in Re Skeat’s Settlement (supra) was, 
at any rate, in accordance with the latter decision, and Lord 

Linp.ey, then a Lord Justice, in his judgment in Re Shortridge 

(supra) referred to the judgment of Kay, J. 


In Hood & Challis (C.A. &8.L. Acts, 7thed., 407) the view is put 
forward that the mere possession of a bare power is not sufficient 
/to make the donee a trustee within the meaning of s. 22 of 
| the Trustee Act, 1893, and this in effect was the view taken by 
| Eve, J., in the recent case of In re Harding: Harding V. 
Paterson (supra). In his lordship’s opinion the old rule that 
| a bare power given to two or more persons by name, and not 
| annexed to an estate or office, did not survive, has not been 
abrogated. Thus, this long standing question has now been 
settled. The recent case is an authority upon the construction 
of s. 22 of the Trustee Act, 1893, and incidentally, shows up, 
once again, the unsatisfactory nature of that highly ungram- 
matical paragraph occurring in s. 50 of that Act, which purports 
to include implied and constructive trusts and trustees in the 
provision of the Act. 
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Nuisance by Undertaker of 
Dangerous Acts. 


Durine the last half-century, curiously enough, a reversal has 
taken place in the historical distinction between Law and Equity 
in one very important respect. Equity was at one time an elastic 
body of principles intended to remedy defects in law, whereas 
now it has become so fixed and rigid a system that substantial 
changes in the operations of its rules are practically unknowa ; 
indeed, large amendments of property law, with which Equity has 
always been chiefly concerned, are now effected only by statute. 
On the other hand, the Common Law has displayed an unexpected 
latent capacity for expansion which would have astounded the 
judges of Lord ELLENBoROUGH’s generation. Not only has the 
doctrine of “ action on the case ” led to the elaboration of what are 
in practice new grounds of remedy in tort ; not only has the novel 
doctrine of the seller’s duty to mitigate the purchaser’s damages 
in case of the latter’s breach come into very active operation ; 
but some old forms of tort have been reconstructed in principle. 
And one large question is still undergoing considerable develop- 
ment, namely, the conditions under which the owner of dangerous 
property or the undertaker of a dangerous act incurs liability to 
persons thereby damnified. In fact, it is not yet settled authori- 
tatively whether the particular form of action on the case on which 
the remedy is founded happens to be a special case of “ negligence,” 
or of “nuisance,” or is a third kind of tort independent of either. 

The latest case on this interesting point, of course, is that of 
Hoare and Co. v. McAlpine and Sons, 39 T.L.R. 93, in which 
Mr. Justice AsTBuRY had a curious set of facts to consider. The 
plaintiffs were lessees of an old house which, however, was not in 
such a delicate state as to be easily injured by ordinary justifiable 
acts on the part of neighbouring occupiers of premises. The 
defendants were contractors who were constructing in the 
neighbourhood a very high building on modern principles of 
building engineering. It may be taken for granted that their 
methods were proper ones for the construction of such a building, 
and possibly even necessary if it were to be constructed so as to 
be safe. These methods involved the driving in of piles so as to 
afford a temporary cradle for the founding operation. The 
vibration of the piles produced such deleterious effects on the 
plaintiffs’ house that it became a “‘ dangerous structure” and 
had to be demolished as such under an order procured by the 
local authority. The plaintiffs thereupon sued the defendants to 
recover damages for nuisance by (1) subsidence, (2) vibration, 
and (3) loss of support. And the learned judge held that the 
action was well-founded, awarding damages in their favour. 

The case, of course, involved questions of fact as well as questions 
of law; but we need not consider the former at any length. It 
was necessary for the plaintiffs to prove that the damage was 
actually due to the vibration of the pile-driver and not to 
extraneous causes. It was also necessary to show that the 
ancient condition of the house was not an essential contributory 
cause of the damage done; in other words, that the house was 
not in such a ruinous condition that it would have been injured 
by any building operation on the neighbours’ land, however 
ordinary and harmless. It was also necessary to show that the 
operation of pile-driving is not a mere normal harmless piece of 
work, but is essentially “ dangerous ”’—+.e., dangerous to the 
stability of neighbouring structures and property. The learned 
judge simplified what might have been a complicated issue by 
finding in favour of the plaintiffs on all these questions of fact. 
He found that the damage was due to the vibration, that the 
Vibration was the result of a “‘ dangerous act,” and that the 
damage was not materially contributed to by any defects of their 
own structure. So a clear issue of law is raised. 

That issue seems to be this: Where A has a right at law to 
do upon his own property acts which do not violate (1) any 
common law right of support, or (2) any acquired easement 
of support vested in B, and where these acts are in fact injurious 
to B’s house, is there any principle of law on which A can be made 


liable to B for the damage done ? It is clear that no such principle 
arises unless one of three well-known rules affect the case so as 
to bring a rule of liability into operation. First, there is the 
maxim on which the whole tort of nuisance is founded: Sic 
utere tuo ut non alienum ledas: Grosvenor Hotel Company v. 
Hamilton, 1894, 2 Q.B. 836; Robinson v. Kilvert, 41 Ch. D. 88 ; 
Kine v. Jolly, 1905, 1 Ch. 480. But before this maxim applies 
there must be an injuria to some vested right of the neighbour 
damnified ; mere damnum is not enough. Such vested right 
may either be a right of support or a right to the enjoyment of 
one’s property undisturbed by “ noxious” acts of a neighbour ; 
but here no right of support was affected and the vibration was 
scarcely such as to constitute a “ noxious” act. Even if it were 
‘ noxious,” so as to confer a right to damages in “ nuisance,” the 
defence would still apply that the special condition of an old house 
partially contributes to the injury, and therefore excludes this 
remedy. 

A second ground of liability might possibly lie in negligence. 
It is no doubt good law that a person doing on his own land acts 
which may injure third parties if done negligently, must take 
reasonable care to prevent them having this hurtful character. 
But this principle only seems applicable where there is in law a 
right to do an act which may be done safely or may be done 
unsafely, the difference between the two results depending on the 
taking of care and precaution by the doer. But here the act was 
lawful, but not capable of being done in such a way as to avoid 
danger of damage to neighbouring property. In such a case, at 
Common Law, it is clear that no action of negligence, as such, 
willlie. There can be no such thing as negligence in the perform- 
ance of an act which is lawful but cannot, with any reasonable 
care, be otherwise than injurious to others. A man is entitled to 
grow hay on his land although this inevitably results in causing 
hay-fever to those persons who have the misfortune to be 
peculiarly susceptible to that annoying minor malady. 

But a third principle is in point, namely, the rule in Rylands v. 
Fletcher, L.R. 3 H.L. 330. This principle only operates where a 
person brings on his land something which, if it escapes, may do 
damage to third parties. In such a case he brings the 
“ dangerous thing”’ on his land “ at his peril,” and if it should 
do damage, he is liable. The only defence to this liability are 
either “‘ Vis Major” (some overriding cause which causes the 
dangerous thing to escape), or the tortious act of a third party 
who releases it, or the contributory negligence of the party 
injured. Mr. Justice AstBuRY had therefore to consider whether 
or not we have here an example of the rule in Rylands v. Fletcher, 
supra. 1s the undertaking of pile-driving a ‘“‘ dangerous thing ”’ 
which the undertaker “ brings on his premises”; and is the 
resulting vibration an “ escape” of that dangerous thing, for 
which he must answer at his peril? It seems. at first rather 
far-fetched to treat the vibrations issuing from user of a Nasmyth 
steam-hammer as the escape of a “ dangerous thing,” but in 
strict logic there seems no reason for not doing so; the‘‘ dangerous 
thing,” of course, is the Latent Energy created (or rather trans- 
mitted) to the piles from the steam-hammer. Such latent energy 
obviously operates in much the same way as the hydraulic energy 
of water stored up in a reservoir—the classical example of a 
“ dangerous thing.” Both are forms of“ latent energy ” and both 
are transformed into “ kinetic energy” when they leave the 
defendants’ land—the one in the form of a current of water, the 
other in the form of molecular waves through the earth. It may, 
then, be agreed that here we have a true case of the general 
principle of a “‘ dangerous ” thing brought on land at the owner’s 
peril and so escaping as to do damage. 

But the point remains whether the ancient condition of the 
plaintiffs’ house is not a form of “ contributory negligence ” on 
his part, such as to bring into operation the third of the three well- 
known pleas in avoidance of liability available to the defendant 
where the rule in Ryland v. Fletcher applies. Apart from the issue 
of fact, however, such a plea seems inadmissible here. For 
‘ contributory negligence ” must be “ negligence in law,” i.e., it 


| must be the breach of some duty to use reasonable care which a 
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man owes to his neighbour. But the owner or occupier of a 
house does not owe any duty to his neighbours to keep his house 
in such first-class condition that it will not be injured by building 
operations on their part. The only duty he owes anyone is to 
see that his house does not degenerate into a “‘ dangerous 
structure,” a very different thing ; and even that duty is not owed 
to the occupiers of neighbouring land but to the public at large, 
as represented by the local authority. There can therefore be 
no “‘ contributory negligence’ involved in omission to rebuild 
one’s house in a more permanent form the moment one’s neigh- 
bours wish to erect sky-scrapers upon their land. Thus the plea 
of ‘contributory negligence ” is not really applicable at all. 

Mr. Justice AsTBURY put the question in a somewhat different 
form. He suggested that the issue raised by the defence was 
really : ‘‘ When does an old building lose its common law right 
to protection against dangerous acts of neighbours?’’ And he 
considered that mere old age could not disentitle a house, any 
more than it disentitles a man, to such protection; nay, rather. 
special precautions should be taken not to injure the old and 
feeble. 

This is a picturesque argument, perhaps not wholly sound as 
an analogy. But the general standpoint taken by the learned 
judge seems a legitimate application of the rule in Rylands v. 
Fletcher, and suggests the wide operation of that principle in 
unexpected Cases. 








The Law-Officers’ Right of Reply. 


\ considerable amount of discussion has taken place in the lay 
as well as the legal press on the Law-officers’ right of reply, and 
a brief note on the history of this prescriptive right may be useful. 
[ts origin, of course, dates from the appointment of counsel to 
represent the Crown soon after the Norman Conquest. In those 
days, indeed, the prisoner was not entitled to be represented by 
counsel at all. It was only gradually in the course of the seven- 
teenth, eighteenth,and early nineteenth centuries that the accused 
gained statutory right to be defended by professional advocates, 
rirst, in cases of treason, then in those of felony, and finally 
in all criminal proceedings. As is equally well known, the 
task of counsel was at first confined to the argument of points of 
law; afterwards it was extended to the cross-examination of 
witnesses for the Crown; finally, the right of advocacy was 
conferred. 

But it is sometimes forgotten that until the reign of William IV 
counsel could not address the jury at all on behalf of the prisoner. 
tie could only write a statement for the prisoner, which the latter 
was allowed to read from the dock. As a matter of fact, in trials 
for murder under the old régime, the plan by which the prisoner 
sometimes succeeded in getting his case partially presented to the 
jury, by some person of sufficient education and forensic skill to 
do it effectively, consisted in calling a clergyman or other learned 
person as a witness to character. By the courtesy of the Court 
such a witness was often allowed to say a great deal about the 
merits of the case. Burke, as readers of Boswell will remember, 
once appeared in this character as advocate-witness for a quarrel- 
some journalist who had killed another in a brawl. And readers 
of George Eliot will recollect that in Adam Bede, when Hetty 
is on trial for child murder, the parochial clergyman discharges 
this office on her behalf, and does it well. The scene of Adam 
Bede is laid in the years of the Napoleonic War, and the novelist, 
possibly helped by Mr. Frederick Harrison, showed her usual 
skillin getting right all the details of the customary legal procedure. 

The reason why counsel was refused to prisoners under the old 
Common Law was based on a quite defensible rule of logic, which 
however, did not really correspond to the facts. The old 
medieval theory was that the Crown must establish its case without 
any intervention from or assistance by the accused: the latter 
was neither permitted to give evidence nor to call witnesses on 
his behalf. This conception governed the whole procedure, 
both of the magisterial enquiry on the indictment before the 
Grand Jury, and of the trial by petty jury. Until 1830, under 
what is known as the Old Tudor Procedure, the magisterial 
enquiry was a secret affair: the prisoner was not allowed access 
to a legal adviser, and was given no opportunity of offering to 
call witnesses; in fact, the investigation resembled that of a 
modern French juge d’instruction rather than our modern prelim- 
inary investigation. When the prisoner was committed for trial, 
he was allowed access to asolicitor. The Grand Jury, then as now, 
heard no witnesses for the defence, nor the prisoner, nor his 


counsel: in fact, counsel were not, and still are not, allowed to 
be present when the Grand Jury is charged. At the trial, the 
same rule of logic prevailed, except that proceedings were now 
public, and the accused was allowed the services of a friend, 
professional or lay, to prompt him as to the questions he should 
put to witnesses. It was out of this ‘‘ prompting” by the 
lawyer representing the accused that the custom gradually grew 
up of permitting the prisoner to be fully defended. The most 
reliable, as well as the most readable, account of the process by 
which this change gradually took place will be found in Sir James 
Stephen’s * History of the Common Law.”’ 

It will be seen, then, that the common law system of criminal 
trial, in strict logic, did not preserve any place for the intervention 
of the accused at all. No burden of proof or explanation, at any 
rate theoretically, was cast upon him. In fact, he was a passive 
spectator of his own trial. When gradually he got the right of 
cross-examining witnesses for the Crown, this really amounted 
to a departure trom the theory of the procedure. It proved the 
thin end of the wedge. It was followed by the right to call 
witnesses for the detence, to take technical objections to the 
pleadings, and to make a *‘ statement ”’ in the dock. All this at 
tirst seemed illogical to the Tudor and Stuart lawyer. But it 
became the practice, and it led in time to statutory changes, 
including the right to be represented by counsel. 

Now, all this time, the Crown lawyers still maintained, naturally 
enough, the theory that the complete onus of proof rested, on 
them, and that therefore they must be heard at the close of 
whatever intervention in the case had taken place on behalf of the 
prisoner. So after the great reforms of William IV’s reign, Crown 
counsel still claimed their right of reply. But the theory on which 
their claim was logically and historically based had ceased to fit 
the facts. Therefore it met with steady protest from the 
defending counsel and criticism in the reforming press. Finally 


| in 1837 the Judges held a meeting and decided to adopt a uniform 


practice in the nature of a compromise. They decided that in 
normal cases the prisoner should have the right of reply if he 
offered no evidence, that the prosecution should have the right of 
reply if the defence called evidence, and that the Law-officers or 
their representatives should always have a right of reply. This 
was generally understood to be an illogical compromise ;_ it 
represented the only common agreement to’ which judges of 
ditferent degree of liberality would come. It left open the vague 


| question, who are to be considered the representatives of the 


Law-officers ? 

At first all Treasury counsel, i.e., counsel holding a general 
retainer from the Treasury at the Old Bailey or on the various 
circuits, claimed to be ‘* representatives of the Law-officers,”’ and 
to have this special right of final reply, as opposed to counsel 
representing private prosecutors, the police, or the Clerk of the 
Peace, or the Clerk of Assizes. Some judges accepted this claim ; 
others rejected it. Some circuits established a practice to the 
contrary, others recognized the claim. Again on some circuits 


| Treasury counsel were defined for this purpose as including the 


| of the Attorney-General. 


| decision of their predecessors in 


official counsel retained generally by the Mint in coinage cases ; 
other circuits refused to recognize such a counsel as representative 
All was confusion. In 1845 Chief 
Baron Pollock made a strong pronouncement in favour of the 
conservative view. In 1858 Baron Martin declaimed against the 
rule in terms amounting to passion, and said that, for himself, 
he never would hear in reply any representative of the Crown 
except the Attorney-General, and he wished he could exclude 
him. 

Such was the state of confusion when in 1884 the Judges thought 
it necessary to hold another meeting and reconsider the old 
1837. Another compromise 
between the liberal and the conservative school was negotiated: 
it was decided that the prescriptive right of reply still existed, 
but was confined to the Law-officers in person, and was in fact 
a priviligium of their office. That is now the rule. But, 
obviously, it represents a complete departure from the ancient 
principle. The old ground was at least logical, and had nothing 
to do with the accident that the holder of a particular office was 
appearing for the Crown. The modern rule casts logic to the 
winds and treats the right as a special privilege of the particular 
individual. This clearly violates the principle that all subjects 
are equal before the law. 





The Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries gives notice that, for the 
purpose of the redemption of tithe rent charge for which application 1s 
made after 3lst December, 1922, until further notice, the ‘‘ gross annua 
value ’’ for the purposes of the Tithe Act, 1918, will be at the rate of £104 
for each £100 of tithe rent charge (commuted value) and the compensation 
for redemption will be twenty-two times the “ gross annual value ”’ after the 
deductions therefrom prescribed by the said Act have been made. These 
figures have been settled on the recommendation of a Departmental Com- 
mittee consisting of Sir Charles Longmore (chairman), Sir Henry Rew, and 
Mr. W. R. Le Fanu. 
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The Law of Property Act, 1922. 


Entailed Interests. 


WE referred last week (ante, p. 210) to the abolition of the Rule 
in Shelley’s Case. If we had been following any exact order in 
the discussion of the Act we ought to have noticed the earlier 
part of s. 17 first, but we shall in this column take the liberty of 
discarding any definite order and deal with such points as occur 
to us or are suggested to us—for we shall be glad to receive 
suggestions—as being of special interest. 

Section 17 is the first of a group of three sections which contain 
amendments of the general law, and the marginal note to 
this section is ‘‘ Abolition of technicalities respecting the creation 
of entailed interests and of the Rule in Shelley’s Case.’”?” Whether 
there is in fact any abolition of such technicalities may be doubted, 
but it is sufficient to note that the section contains important 
provisions as to entails; in particular, it extends the power of 
creating estates tail to personal property. Thus s-s. (1) 
provides :— 

**17 (1) From and after the commencement of this Act, an 
interest in tail or in tail male or in tail female or in tail special 
(in this Act referred to as “an entailed interest’) may be 
created in equity in any property, real or personal, but only by 
the like expressions as before the commencement of this Act 
a similar estate tail could have been created by deed (not being 
an executory instrument) in freehold land, and with the like 
results, including the right to bar the entail either absolutely 
or so as to create an interest equivalent to a base fee.” 

The restriction of entailed interests to equity is, of course, a 
result of the legal estate being confined to the fee simple. The 
extension of entails to personal estate appears to have been 
accepted without serious question, and has been justified on the 
ground that much property which is in fact personal property 
is already subject to estates tail as being notionally real 
estate ; for instance, capital money under the Settled Land Acts 
representing proceeds ot sale of entailed real estate. The change 
will simplity settlements by making it unnecessary to insert 
special provisions for tying up personal estate, including lease- 
holds and chattels, as far as the law will permit, and it removes 
a distinction between real and personal estate by extending the 
law as to real estate to personal estate, and the right to bar the 
entail is expressly preserved, and is applied equally to real and 
personal estate. But it will not be surprising if this extension 
of the power of entailing to personal estate proves to be temporary 
only, unless, indeed, it is confined in practice to the entailing of 
personal estate to accompany real estate, to which case alone it 
is appropriate. 

Apart from the extension of entails to personal estate, the most 
important feature of s. 17 (1) is the distinction it draws between 
executed and executory instruments, a distinction which is the 
foundation of s-s. (2) where wills—which may contain limitations 
either executed or executory—are also included. Hence the 
section cannot be understood unless the reader first has a clear 
knowledge of the distinction. 

“It is of the essence of an executory trust that it should not 
be fully expressed or declared in the instrument creating it, but 
that it should require some further deed or instrument for its 
complete legal expression’: Lord Westbury in Sackville-West 
v. Holmesdale, L.R. 4 H.L., p. 565; and the most familiar 
example of an executory instrument inter vivos is afforded by 
marriage articles. Of course, we cannot attempt any full 
discussion of the matter here, but we may refer to Vaizey on 
Settlements, I, 149 et seg. ; Lewin on Trusts, 12th ed., 127 et seq. ; 
and to the well-known case of Glenorchy v. Bosville, Wh. & T. 
L.C. in Eq., 8th ed., II, 778. And between executory trusts in 
marriage articles and in a will, there is no distinction except 
that the object and purpose of the former furnish an indication 
of intention which must be wanting in the latter, since one of 
the objects of the articles is to make provision by a settlement 
for the issue of the marriage: Grant, M.R., in Blackburn v. 
Stables, 2 V. & B., p. 369. And in executory instruments words 
will be construed as creating an estate tail which do not satisfy 
the strict requirements of the creation of such an estate by a 
deed taking effect by way of executed limitations or trusts. 
Thus in a deed of the latter nature it was formerly essential that 
the word “heirs ’”’ should be used, accompanied by “ of his body,” 
or by words which expressly or by implication denote that the 
heirs are to issue from the body of the donee : Laws of England, 
vol. 24, ‘‘ Real Property,’ p. 244; and this is still the law, 
subject to the provision of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, allowing 
the words ‘in tail,’’ etc., to have the same effect as “* heirs of 
the body.” But the word “ issue ”’ does not create an estate tail. 
In marriage articles, however, this strictness of construction is 
not followed, and it is sufficient that the parties show an intention 
that the land shall go to the children of the marriage in the 

ordinary manner of settlement, and a covenant for the settlement 





of an estate upon issue will be carried into effect by settling the 
estate on the first son in tail with remainders in tail to the other 
children in the usual way: Grier v. Grier, L.R. 5 H.L. 688. 
Thus s. 17 (1) does not touch any such executory instruments 
inter vivos, and as regards estates tail created by deed it is—apart 
from its restriction to equitable estates and its extension to 
personal property—only declaratory of the existing law. It 
should be noticed that in Re Bostock’s Settlement, 1921, 2 Ch. 469, 
the Court of Appeal decided against any equitable construction 
of defective limitations, and this sub-section is based on the same 
view. So far from abolishing technicalities, it affirms and 
perpetuates them. The provision of s-s. (2) with regard to wills 
and executory instruments is more difficult to construe and we 
must reserve it till next week. 








The Dentists Act, 1921. 


WiTH the coming into operation of s. 1 of the Dentists Act, 1921, 
ll & 12 Geo. 5, c. 21, on tie 30th November of last year, the 
practice of dentistry became for the tirst time restricted to the 
members of a closed profession. Under the former law, which was 
contained inthe Venvists Act, 1878, unregistered practitioners were 
denied the assistance of the courts in the recovery of fees tor 
dental work, and heavy penalties might be imposed tor the wrong- 
ful assumption of titles or descriptions in relation to the practice 
of dentistry. But there was novhing in the Act expressly pro- 
hibiting the practice of dentistry by anyone who chose to adopt 
that cailing, and who was prepared to run the risks of liability 
in damages for injuries sustained by patients irrespective of 
negligence, and o1 loss in respect oi irrecoverable iees. The 
iatver risk was not so serious as might be supposed, ior, ia addition 
to the fact that probably few would be found to resist payment, 
there was the decision in Hennan v. Duckworth, 1904, 90 L.'T. 546, 
by which the rule disentitiing unregisiered persons to the recovery 
or tees, was limited, in strict accordance with the Aci, to fees 
for the performance of operations or for the giving oi advice. 
Materials supplied could, it was held, be charged lor, and their 
cost recovered in the courts in the ordinary way ; so that where 
an unregistered person supplied a set of false teevh, he was entitled 
to charge for the actual material in the set, though not for his skill 
and trouble in making and fitting the same; and see Seymour 
v. Pickett, i905, 1 K.B. 715, where Hennan v. Duckwortn was 
followed by the Court of Appeal. Under these circumstances 
and in consequence of the decision in Hennan v. Duckworth, and 
others of a similar nature, large numbers of unqualified or imper- 
fectly qualified persons held themselves out as prepared to 
practice their particular varieties of ‘ dentistry,’ either as 
individuals or as dental companies. It has to be remembered 
in this connection that the total number of registered persons 
continued so small as to be quite inadequate to the needs of the 
country, even down to very recent times. In the year 1910 
there were not more than 5,000 qualified dentists in this country, 
as compared with 30,000 in the United States, with a population 
barely double ourown. The gréat majority had to choose between 
unskilled or semi-skilled treatment and no treatment at all; 
though, as in other cases of want of formal qualification, many 
unregistered practising dentists were highly competent persons. 

Dental companies, as a rule, undertook the bulk of the large 
irregular practice which sprang up. They usually numbered 
on their staffs men who were registered and entitled to charge for 
work done ; and, indeed, the companies might have a dilficulty 
as to registration unless the directorate included a proportion of 
qualified dentists. In Rex v. Registrar of Joint Stock Companies, 
1904, 2 I.R. 634, it was decided in Ireland that, where the 
registrar had refused to register the memorandum of association 
of a proposed dental company on the ground that none of the 
signatories of the memorandum were qualified dentists, he could 
not be compelled to do so, but in England a different view 
prevailed: see Rex v. Registrar of Companies, ex parte Bowen, 
1914, 3 K.B. 1161. 

The new Act will finally regularise the practice of dentistry, 
whether by individuals or companies. It admits to the register 
of dentists practically all persons who have been engaged in the 
practice of dentistry as their principal means of livelihood for any 
five out of the seven years immediately preceding the commence- 
ment of the Act ; also any pharmaceutical chemist, or registered 
chemist and druggist who, before the commencement of the Act, 
had a substantial practice as a dentist including all the usual 
dental operations. It admits dental mechanics on passing the 
prescribed examination in dentistry. _The Dentists Register 
will thus receive that immediate expansion in numbers which is 
the initial price usually paid for closing a profession. ‘ 

Section 1 of the Act leaves no doubt as to the actual closing 
and is the vital section for this purpose. It prohibits, under 
heavy penalties, any person not registered in the Dentists 
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Register under the Dentists Act, 1878, from practising or 
hoiding himself out, whether directly or by implication, as 
pracvising or as being prepared to practise dentistry. Any 
person who acts in contravention of the section is liable, 
on summary conviction, to a fine not exceeding one hundred 
pounds in respect of each offence. The case of Robertson v. 
Hawkins, 1913, 1 K.B.57, is instructive as to what constitutes 
‘nolding out,’”’ and shows that the holding out need not be a 
posicive asservion, cither orally or in writing. In that case the 
principal act of holding out was the acceptance for signature 
of w cercilicate wuich required the signature of a registered 
dentist, though it was not in fact ever signed and returned. 

Tne section contains savings in favour of medical praccitioners 
in all operations of dentisury, and in favour of chemisis and 
druggis.s only as regards the simple extraction of teeth in urgent 
cases, Where no dentist or medical man is available; and the 
periormance of minor dental work in any public dental service 
under the personal supervision of qualified dencists is also safe- 
guarded. by an Order in Council dated 14th July, 1922, the 
section came into operation on the 380th November of that year. 

Ine Act perpetuaces a curious anomaly wuich exists in the 
dental profession, namely, the carrying on of the “ business of 
dencistry ’’ bya body corporate. Tne exisvence of dental companies 
has already given rise to many interesting legal questions and 
is likely Lo continue to do so. Hitherto almost the only restraint 
on their activities has been that limited companies were never 
allowed to describe themselves in such @ Way as lo amount to a 
false representation calculated to deceive the public as to the 
qualifications of the individuals composing them or acting in their 
service. Inthe case of Allorney-Gen. v. George C. Smit, Lim., 
L909, 2 Ch. 524, @ company was incorporated to take over the 
business of dentists and makers of artificial teeth previously 
Smith at various places in Kent. G. C. 


carried on by Gz. 
as a dentist before the commencement 


Smith had been in practice 
of the Dentists Act, 1878, and had been placed on the register on 
that qualification. On 22nd May, 1906, he was struck off the 
Dentisis’ Keygister for professional misconduct. After this he 
was twice convicted and fined under s. 3 of the Dentists Act, 
1878, for using the tide or description of dentist. The claina was 
for an injunciion to restrain the company and G. C. Smich from 
(1) carrying on the profession or business of a dentist, (2) repre- 
senting that they were carrying on the business of a dentist as 
successors to G. C. Smith, or that they were dentists, etc., 
(3) carrying on the prof ion or business of a dentist with the 
aid ol p sons not qualifi dor r gistered under the Le ntisis Act. 
No delence was delivered and the action came on as a short cause 
on motion for judgment in default of defence. An injunction was 
granted against the company on the ground that it was exceeding 
iis powers, but no order was made against Smith personally. 

The conditions under which a body corporate can carry on the 
business of dentistry are laid down in s. 5 of the Act. They are 
strict, and are, in brief, that the company’s business must be 
aentistry alone or some busincss ancillary to dentistry, and that 
a majority of the directors and all the operating staff must be 
registered dentists. These conditions are modifiable in favour of 
existing companics. Companics carrying on other business in 
addition to dentistry before the Act may continue to do so; 
unregistered dentists who have acted as directors of companies 
during five out of any seven years preceding the Act are to be 
treated in relation to the company as if they were registered. A 
penalty of one hundred pounds may be imposed on any company 
which acts in contravention of the provisions of the section. 
Companies must transmit to the registrar annual statements in 
@ prescribed form of the names and addresses of all persons who 
are directors or managers of the company, or who perform dental 
operations in connection with the business of the company ; 
failure to do so is a contravention of the provisions of the section. 

For the dentist in private practice s. 4 is perhaps the most 
important section of the Act. The use of titles and descriptions 
has long been a battleground amongst all who have practised 
dentistry. Section 4 is precise as to what titles may be used. 
Any registered person may describe himself as dentist or dental 
practitioner. It is not so precise as to what titles are prohibited. 
No registered person may ‘“ take or use, or affix to or use in 
connection with his premises, any title or description reasonably 
calculated to suggest that he possesses any professional status or 
qualification other than a professional status or qualification 
which he in fact possesses and which is indicated by particulars 
entered in the register in respect of him.’’ Two things appear 
fairly clearly from this provision, first, the use of various titles 
and descriptions, other than the universal “ dentist” or “dental 
practitioner,” is permissible for those whose qualifications or status 
are such as to justify a variation from or an addition to the 
common appellation ; secondly, the qualification or status in 
respect of which any title is used must be both possessed by the 
user and entered in the register in respect of him. 

In practice questions as to the use of the terms “ surgeon 
dentist ’ and “‘ dental surgeon,” and as to the use of American 
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and other foreign qualifications are sure to arise. It is submitted 
that for a licentiate in dental surgery of the Royal College of 
Surgeons the use of the titles “surgeon dentist’ or ‘‘ dental 
surgeon ”’ is not misleading ; care must be taken, however, not 
to use these words in such a manner as to suggest the possession 
of surgical qualifications other than in relation to dentistry. 
Foreign qualifications are as a rule not entered on the register, 
and no provision appears to be made for doing so, unless they 
can be included under s. 11 (b) of the principal Act—the Act of 
1878—which provides for the registration of ‘‘additional diplomas, 
memberships, degrees, etc.’’ Unless such foreign qualifications 
are registered as well as possessed, the use of titles suggesting 
their possession is clearly prohibited by s. 4 (b). 

The whole of s. 4 relates to the profession and to the profession 
alone. ‘The observance of its provisions will be a matter for the 
new Dental Board to secure by regulation or otherwise. Wilfully 
to infringe or ignore the provisions which Parliament has made 
for the regulation of a profession in its own interests and in those 
of the public would no doubt be held to be disgraceful conduct 
in a protessiona!l sense within the meaning of s. 13 of the principal 
Act. 

An important feature of the new Act is the establishment 
under s. Z of the Dental Board, ‘‘ with perpetual succession and 
@ common seal and power to acquire and hold land without 
licence in mortmain.’’ The powers and duties of the General 
Council under s-ss. (1), (3) and (4) of s. 11 of the principal Act, 
which relate principally to the Dentists Register, and under s. 23 
of the Medical Aci, 1886, which deals with matters of evidence, 
and under s. 40 of the principal Act, which relates to fees payable 
under the Act, are transferred to the Board; and the powers of 
the General Council under s. 13, which deals with professional 
misconduct, are made exercisable by the Board. There is a 
general transfer of the rights and liabilities of the General Council 
under the principal Act to the Dental Board. The Board is 
empowered to institute prosecutions for any offence under the 
principal Act or the new Act, and to make regulations with 
respect to the register and ‘‘ for any other purpose for which 
regulations are to be made under the Act.’”’ Such regulations 
are not to become effective until approved by the Privy Council, 
to whom they must first be submitted. The constitution of the 
Board is laid down in the first schedule to the Act. 

The principal officers of the Board are the Registrar and the 
Assistant Registrar. Their statutory duties are defined in 
ss. 11, 12 and 13 of the Act of 1878, and ins. 6 of the Act of 1921. 
They relate chiefly to'the Dentists Register. Section 13 of the 
principal Act deals with the erasure of names from the register 
on the grounds of crime or of infamous or disgraceful conduct in 
a professional sense. The powers conferred on the General 
Council in these matters by the first paragraph of the section are, 
by s. 8 of the new Act, to be exercised bythe Board; but powers 
conferred by the third paragraph of the same section are 
retained by the Council in a modified form. Provision is made 

in s. 9 of the new Act for an appeal to the High Court, in 
the manner provided by the rules of the court, by any person 
aggrieved bythe removalof his name from the Dentists Register, 
or by any refusal or failure to register his name in that 


register. : a. 
G. W. KNOWLES. 








Res Judicate. 


Counter-claim by Third Party. 
(Barclays Bank v. Tom, W.N. 1922, p. 327). 


Under s. 24 (3) of the Judicature Act, 1873, a person served 
by the defendant in an action with a third party notice is to 
be deemed a party to the action, with the same rights in respect 
of the claim under the notice as if he had been duly sued in 
the ordinary way by the defendant. It was held by the 
Court of Appeal in Eden v. Weardale Iron & Coal Co., 28 Ch. D. 
333, that this did not enable the third party to file a counter- 
claim against the original plaintiff, but Bowen, L.J. left it an 
open question whether the third party could have counter- 
claimed against the defendant. This was in December, 1884, 
but earlier in the same year a third party’s right to counter- 
claim against the defendant appears to have been recognised, 
and in Re Salmon, 1889, 42 Ch. D. p. 354, such a counter-claim 
ras set up without objection : see Yearly Practice, 1923, p. 215. 
The right to set up a counter-claim, at any rate against the defen- 
dant, appears to follow clearly from the enactment above quoted, 
giving the third party the same rights in respect of his defence 
as if he had been sued as a defendant, and the Court of Appeal 
have so held in Barclays Bank v. Tom, supra. 
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Interest of Agent in Contract. 


(London General Omnibus Co. v. Pope, 38 T.L.R. 270 ; Steam Saw 
Mills Co. v. Baring Bros. & Co., 1922, 1 Ch. 244, C.A.) 

The two cases cited above illustrate in different ways the 
operation of a doctrine in the law of contract which is especially 
obscure and creates many difficulties for even the most experienced 
practitioner in the Commercial Court, namely, the extent to which 
the agent of an undisclosed or a foreign principal has an interest 
in the contract such that he can sue or be sued upon it. Primdé 
facie an agent, as a juristic person, is altogether dehors the 
contracts he makes; he is a mere instrument, like a telephone 
or a pen, employed by the principals as a means of effecting their 
intent to contract ; the vinculum juris embodied in the contract 
is a bond between the principals and the agent is no party to it. 
An apparent exception to this rule, namely, those cases in which 
an agent contracts for (i) a non-existent principal, or (2) a 
principal who is not competent to contract, or (3) a principal who 
has neither authorized nor ratified the contract, are not real 
exceptions at all; the agent: is personally liablein such cases, but 
merely because he warrants the existence, capacity, and authoriza- 
tion of his alleged principal ; he is liable for breach of warranty, 
not as a party to the unreal contract he has brought into nominal 
existence. So, again, a del credere agent and other agents who by 
special custom warrant, in whole or in part, the performance of the 
contract by their principal, are not liable as principals to the 
contract itself, but in a collateral capacity. Where, however, the 
agent acts for a real but undisclosed principal, the case is rather 
different. There the agent is deemed primd facie to be the 
principal unless and until the latter’s name has been disclosed, 
and the other contracting party has elected to sue him; but in 
such a case the agent’s liability to be sued ends the moment 
judgment is obtained against the principal, even if the judgment 
is unsatisfied; so Mr. Justice Roche has decided in London 
General Omnibus Co. v. Pope, supra. In our second case, the 
facts were more complicated. Here, in 1917, under licence from 
the Russian Imperial Government, the plaintiffs exported timber 
from Russia to England, and—acting on the conditions of the 
licence—paid the purchase money to the defendant bankers to 
the credit of the Russian Government, who in their turn ought 
to have performed certain stipulations by way of paying the 
plaintiffs. The Russian Revolution prevented the performance 
of those stipulations, and the plaintiffs now sued the bank, as 
agents and trustees of the Russian Government, to return the 
money on the ground that the consideration for its deposit had 
wholly failed. Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence, however, held that 
this was not one of those cases in which an agent can be sued in 
respect of a contract made with his principal, and held that the 
action could not proceed unless the Russian Government were 
added as representatives ; in the meantime he ordered that the 
bank should hold the money and should not part with it except 
on an order of the court. This case seems to raise a new question: 
what happens when a principal ceases to exist ? 


Evidence before Administrative Tribunals. 
(W. Ramsden & Co. v. Jacobs, 1922, 1 K.B. 640). 
The case cited must be regarded as a definite authority for 
the proposition, long very doubtful, that an administrative 
tribunal is bound by all the common law rules of evidence, except 
where a statute gives it power to make new rules or itself alters 
the rules for the purpose of that court. The facts were these. 
A buyer of goods refused to accept delivery, alleging that they 
were not of the kind ordered. The dispute was referred to 
arbitration. The arbitrator heard the evidence of each side 
separately, i.e., in the absence of the other; thus, in effect, 
getting rid of the rule that all witnesses offered as witnesses of 
truth must,be subject to cross-examination. The award was in 
favour of the seller, and the buyer moved successfully to set it 
aside. There does not seem much doubt as to the correctness of 
this decision ; but it reaffirms the older and stricter view, 
beginning to disappear on account of reasons of convenience, that 
administrative tribunals acting in a judicial capacity are bound 
by every rule of the common law as regards procedure and 
evidence, so far as applicable. The more recent tendency has 
been to suggest that such tribunals are bound only by the 
rinciples of *‘ natural justice and equity,” and that, outside the 
imits of those rather vague principles, they can adopt their own 
adjective procedure. In the case quoted, of course, there is a 
Supreme Court Rule, Ord. 36,r.49, which forbids ex parte hearing 
except in certain cases, none of which are relevant; but 
the decision seems to proceed on a wider principle than the mere 
application of this special rule to arbitration proceedings. 


A black cat which is used for killing rats in an office at Wood Green was 
recently included under “ business expenses’’ on an income tax return 
&s costing over £7 10s, a year to maintain. The claim was allowed by the 
Inland Revenue. 





Reviews. 
The Law of Property Act. 


A Concisz Expnanation or Lorp Brrxennean’s Act (the Law of 
Property Act, 1922) in Plain Language. By Sir Arraur UNDERHILL, 
LL.D., Bencher of Lincoln’s Inn and Senior Conveyancing Counsel 
of the Court. Butterworth & Co. 10s. 6d. net. 


When it was announced last autumn that Mr. Underhill—now Sir 
Arthur Underhill—was to deliver lectures at Lincoln’s Inn on the Law 
ot Property Act, some of our readers were good enough to suggest that 
we should publish the lectures in these pages, but dis aliter visum, and we 
and our readers have had to wait for publication in the present form, and 
no doubt it is a much more convenient form than if the lectures had been 
presented serially. 

Some practitioners, we believe, refrained from studying the Bill because 
they did not wish to confuse their minds with provisions which were subject 
to change, and which at any rate were not of immediate use ; and it may 
be that they are treating the Act in the same manner. To the critic of 
the Act who has small belief in its being workable, it may seem that such 
persons will on Ist January, 1925, be in the position described in Matthew 
Arnold s lines— 

** Wandering between two worlds, one dead, 
The other powerless to be born ”’ 

But, in fact—unless the unexpected happens—‘“ the other’’ will at that 
date have started on its course as a very lusty infant with ten yearsin which 
like a young Hercules to triumph over its rival—compulsory registration 
to wit. It may appear that we are trifling with a great and very serious 
subject, but there are some burdens so heavy—and the Law of Property 
Act is one—that can only be met with a smile, and, indeed, Sir Arthur is 
really the offender, for his book lies open before us at p. 21, where we read 

cited from an old report—‘‘ Querc, whether it would be actionable to 
say of an attorney that he hath no more law than the Man in the Moon ? 
for no one knoweth how much law the man in the moon hath!’’ At any 
rate, to say to a present-day lawyer that he knows no more of the Law of 
Property Act than the Man in the Moon would be sufficiently true to be 
safe from attack. 

Sir Arthur calls his lectures an explanation of the Act in plain language ; 
by which, no doubt, he intends to distinguish them from the expositions of 
the Act which will no doubt appear hereafter from less able pens, and obscure 
its meaning in words that are anything but plain ; and no one would expect 
in this small book and in the form of lectures a full critique of the words 
of the Act and its effect on existinglaw. But taking the book as the author 
intends it to be taken, it is certainly a very attractive, successful and 
readable introduction to the new statute. There are three chapters—an 
historical sketch of the present law; provisions intended to simplify the 
law ; and provisions intended to simplify land transfer directly. The first 
passes in review the famous statutes—Quvia Hmptorcs, De Donis, Uses and 
Wills—on which the conveyancers of early days founded the system which 
is now passing away. The Statute of Uses, we read, “ introduced into the 
Law of Real Property more pedantic quibbles and absurd distinctions and 
rules than any other Act on the Statute Book’’; and yet it enabled settle- 
ments to be made, and brought into existence interests which are now to be 
perpetuated as trusts ‘‘ behind the curtain.’’ For, as we have frequently 
pointed out, the Act is, in the main, a Vendor and Purchaser Act, and is not 
designed to simplify beneficial interests, though to some extent this may 
be its effect. And as between vendor and purchaser the law has been 
already simplified partly by conveyancing practice—trusts for sale; and 
partly by statute—the Settled Land Acts, and Sir Arthur Underhill points 
out (p. 31) that the present Act is in principle only an extension of these 
facilities. All this first chapter is very interesting reading, and may rank 
as one of the most masterly sketches of the growth of the existing law. In 
Chapter II the provisions of the new Act forsimplifying the law are arranged 
under six heads. We will not specify them herein detail, Our readers, as 
well as ourselves, will have them at hand for guidance in studying the Act, 
But we may call attention to section 4, which outlines one ofits chief features— 
the new form of settlements of land by vesting deed and trust deed, the fee 
simple being vested in the equitable tenant for life by the former deed, which 
will contain all that a purchaser requires to know; and the trust deed 
defining theinterests of the beneficiaries. And in Chapter I1I—provisions for 
simplifying Land Transfer—attention may be directed to s. 3, which 
explains the reason for and the working of the new system of mortgages. 
The book is full of interest, and the reader will find it of great assistance in 
acquiring a clear understanding of the main principles of the Act. 


County Court Practice. 

THe Yearty County Court Practice, 1923. Founded on Archbold’ 
and Pitt-Lewis’s County Court Practices. By the late G. Prrr-Lewis' 
K.C., and Sir G. Arnotp Wuite, Chief Justice of Madras, Editor of 
**Archbold’s County Court Practice.’’ 1923 edition, by Epcar DaLe and 
W. R. Howarp, of the Middle Temple, Barristers-at-Law. With a 
Chapter on Costs by J. Errineton, Registrar of the Colchester County 
Court. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Son, Ltd. 50s. net. 

The “ yellow book,’’ formerly known as “ Pitt-Lewis,”’ is sc well-known 

& book of practice that no commendation of it is here required. In the 

present edition, it should be mentioned, Volume I]—which covers the 
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enactments conferring special jurisdiction on County Courts—is once 
more published, and has been revised up to date; last year, for reasons 
of economy, it was omitted. In the Emergency Section of Vol. I, the Courts 
Emergency Acts are retained, although they expired on 3lst August of 
last year (with certain exceptions). The reason of this retention is that 
the provisions of the Acts still apply to orders made by any court before 
that date. This is specially provided for by the savings clause in the 
Expiring Laws Continuance Act of 1922. The Rent Restriction Act, 
of course, is still in force and all recent cases upon it have been noted in 
their appropriate places. The book has evidently been revised with care, 
and this edition should prove quite as useful as its predecessors, 


Criminal Law. 

Witsnere’s Exvements or CrimmyaL LAW AND 

Edition. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 12s. 6d. net. 

Mr. Wilshere’s elementary outline of Criminal Law bids fair to take the 
place of ‘‘ Harris,’’ so familiar to most of us in our student days. The 
merits of Mr. Wilshere’s little book are those one would expect from an 
author who has had very considerable experience of criminal practice 
in addition to a large clien’é!e as a law-coach. He is eminently practical, 
leaving out most of the antiquated materials and out-of-date cases which 
other text-book writers have inherited from their predecessors and regard 
it as a sort of piety to preserve. Mr. Wilshere puts in only “live’’ law, 
but he gets in all of it—or, rather, all that can be crammed into a text-book 
of some 300 pages. He has a talent for arrangement and classi- 
fication; also, he is supremely lucid. Accurate and careful, too, he 
gets in the very latest points, ¢.g., the amendments recently made by the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1922. While Mr. Wilshere does not 
pretend to rival such brilliant and scholarly studies of the principles 
underlying our Criminal Law as that of Kenny’s now classical text-book, 
nor such practitioners’ guides as ** Archbold,”’ he is making his own sphere 
pher and friend—a worthy rival and 


Procepure. Third 


that of a student's guide, philos 
colleague of those larger works. 








Books of the Week. 


The Yearly County Court Practice, 1923.—Founded on Archbold’s 
and Pitt-Lewis’s County Court Practices. By the late G. Prrr-Lewis, K.C. 
and Sir G. Aknotp Wurrs, Chief Justice of Madras, Editor of “Archbold’s 
1923 edition by Epvar VALE and W. R. Howarp, 
With a Chapter on Costs by 
Butterworth 


County Court Practice.” 
of the Middle Temple, Barristers-at-Law. 
J. Errincron, Registrar of the Colchester County Court. 


Shaw & Sons, Ltd. 450s. net. 


and Co, ; 

Marine Insurance.--The Marine Insurance Act, 1906. By Sir M. D. 
Cuaumers, K.C.B., C.S.1L., and J. G. Arcnipatp, M.A., Solicitor of the 
Supreme Court. 3rd Edition. Butterworth & Co. 15s. net. 


Minnesota Law Review, December 1922. 
of the Law School of the University of Minnesota. 


Faculty and Students 


60 cents. 


Railway Amalgamation.— Railway Amalgamation up to date. No, 5. 
Frede. C. Matthieson & Sons. 6d. 

Railway Stores.—Conversion Tables for Ordinary Stocks. Frede. C, 
Mathieson & Sons. 1 

Legal 


Pounpb, Ph.D., 


> 
Roscor 


History. By 


History.-Interpretations of Legal ; 
I2s. Gd. net. 


LL.D. Cambridge University Press. 





Correspondence. 


Campbell's Lives of the Lord Chancellors. 


[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Wee kly Reporte r.] 


Sir,—-The very interesting article on Lord Campbell, published in this 
week's issue of the Solicitors’ Journal, hints not obscurely that some of 
his methods of advancing on the road to glory fell short of professional 
delicacy ; as, for instance, an observation of the writer, ‘* At last work 
came, helped by the skill with which Campbell courted Solicitors’ clerks.”’ 
But the writer lavishes unstinted praise on Lord Campbell’s celebrated 
(or notorious) work, ** Lives of the Chancellors.’’ He describes it as a 
stately history, as full of sane wisdom, as at once eruditeandinteresting, 
and in fact one of the most fascinating books in the language. Finally 
he dubs it ‘* a splendid book, in its way unrivalled, certainly unsurpassed.”’ 

When I read this I rubbed my eyes, and then I turned in my wonderment 
to some parables in my possession that tell a different tale. 

In the Dictionary of National Biography, Vol. VIII, p. 383, this same work 
is described (by G. P. Macdonell) as “among the most censurable publications 
in our literature.”’ 

Again in the admirably written ‘ Lives of the Victorian Chancellors,” 
by J. B. Atlay, the author fairly riddles with grape-shot this same “splendid 
book.” He refers to the carping, sneering tone which Campbell only too 
frequently employs towards those who have fallen short of his own measure 
of success. He taxes Campbell with being utterly reckless of the pain he 




















might cause, or the lasting dishonour he might be reflecting upon those 
whose lips were closed for ever; and he declares that the climax was 
reached in the deplorable Lives of Lyndhurst and Brougham “of which 
it has been aptly said that they did some injustice to Brougham, much 
to Lyndhurst, most to Lord Campbell himself.’’ 

It is fair to say that the censure heaped on Lord Campbell applies most 
severely to his handling of the lives of his own contemporaries and (as 
they supposed) personal friends, but the lives of more remote Chancellors 
have by no means escaped flagellation from other points of view. 

There is rather a wide gulf between the lavish and unqualified praise 
bestowed on the “‘ Lives’’ by the writer of the article, and the estimate 
formed of them by the writers whom I have placed in the opposite camp, 
and I think it might interest your readers to see whether anyone can find 
a bridge to span it. 

E. F. T. 


The Atheneum. 

6th January. 

[We are indebted to our correspondent for his interesting letter. The 
‘Lives of Lyndhurst and Brougham,’’ however, to which Mr. Atlay’s 
criticism specially refers, are not strictly a part of the “‘ Lives of the Chan- 
cellors.’’ They are late addenda to that work, compiled in Campbell’s 
extreme old age, when a very painful form of heart-disease had made 
him somewhat querulous. We hope to offer at some future date a more 
detailed estimate of Campbell's “‘ Lives’’; our article was rather a note 
on his career than a considered estimate of his literary merits.—Ed. S.J.| 


The Law-Officers’ Right of Reply. 
{7'0 the Editor of the Solicitors? Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—In your leading article on the above subject you say that what 
the late Cock, Q.C. (in the Nineteenth Century Magazine, February, 1895), 
described as the Right of General Reply is abolished in Scotland. But it 
is not abolished as}regards treason or rebellion against the Kingin Scotland ; 
see note to Trial of James Stewart for murder: 19 How. St. Tr. at p. 171 
(1752). Cock, Q.C., noted that what is considered the decisive authority 
for the Right of General Reply is the case of the Proceedings against John 
Horne, ibid. 763 (for relevant parts). But Lord Mansfield, L.C.J.’s observa- 
tions in this case on the subject of the Right of General Reply would afford 
unction only to Junius. They are replete with error. Thus the great 
Chief Justice mixes up proceedings on indictment with proceedings on 
articles of impeachment. The cases of Lord Wintoun and Lord Lovat 
(cited by Lord Mansfield) were proceedings by articles, and when this is 
the case the managers for the Commons claim the last word, but then, as 
Lord Campbell points out in his life of Lord Mansfield, they do not act as 
law officers. Therefore these two cases throw no light at all on the Right 
of General Reply which, ex concessis, must be exercised by a law officer 
as such. Lord Mansfield’s powers must have been failing at the date of 
Horne’s Case, 1777. Thus he observed that the Attorney-General exercised 
the Right of General Reply in the case of Lord Byron, tried for murder 
in 1765. The real truth, as the editor of Howell’s State Trials points out, 
is that Lord Byron called no witnesses, but that the Attorney-General did 
not reply. Again, in Horne’s Case Lord Mansfield was uncertain whether 
he prosecuted Lord Lovat or not, though this was one of his oratorical 
achievements. Cock, Q.C., pointed out that no one ever has assigned any 
reason for the Right of General Reply, and apparently none can be gathered 
from what is considered to be its decisive authority. The first case in 
which the Right of General Reply was discussed is Hensey’s Case, a trial 
for treason in 1758. The whole question remains obscure from this case, 
Lord Mansfield merely observing that it was “‘ within rule’’ for the Solicitor- 
General to reply though no witnesses were called for the defence. But as 
Cock, Q.C., said: ‘* What rule ?”’ 

Liverpool. N. W. Srsuey, B.A., LL.M. 


[We deal elsewhere with the history of the Right of Reply. We are 
indebted to our correspondent for pointing out that in Scotland the “ Right 
of General Reply ’’ by the Crown is still retained in the exceptional cases 
of Treason and Rebellion. These offences, however, have not been tried 
in Scotland for a century and a half, so that for practical purposes our 
statement was correct.—Ed. S.J.] 


Powers of Revocation in Marriage Settlements. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—As the law stands it seems a woman can obtain a valuable settle- 
mentin consideration of marriage, she may contract a marriage subsequently, 
and then by “ wilful refusal’? make the relationship a mere sham, while 
at the same time she is allowed to retain the real benefit of a settlement 
given in consideration of an honest, natural marriage. 

Such a state of affairs is surely contrary to morality, common-sense, and 
elementary justice, and until the law is altered should not the contingency 


| referred to be guarded against by reservation to the settlor in marriage 


settlements of a power of revocation within a reasonable time in the event 
of wilful non-consummation ? A recent notorious case emphasises the 
necessity for this protection, and justifying circumstances are not 8? 
isolated as may appear. 


9th Jan. Harvey CLirtToN. 
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“CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


FOLKES ». KING. No.2. 26th October and 9th November. 


SaLeE oF Goops—FactoR—MERCANTILE AGENT—AGREEMENT TO SELL 
Moror Car on Commiss1on—PossEssion OF Motor CAR OBTAINED BY 
AGENT WITH FRAUDULENT INTENT—ANIMUS FURANDI—LARCENY BY 
Trick—‘‘ ConsENT OF OwneER’’—SALE TO BONA FIDE PURCHASER- 
TrrLe oF PurcHaseER—F actors Act, 1889, 52 & 53 Vict. c. 45, s. 2. 





The plaintiff delivered his motor car to a mercantile agent, to be sold on 
commission. It was agreed between the plaintiff and the mercantile agent that 
the motor car was not to be sold under £575, without the plaintiff's permission. 
The mercantile agent, however, sold the plaintiff's motor car without the plain- 
tiff's permission, for £340, to a bona fide purchaser, without notice of the 
fraud, and converted that sum to his own use. The motor car was re-sold to 
another purchaser, who later sold it to the defendant. In an action by the 
plaintiff for the return of the motor car or its value, the defendant pleaded that 
the motor car had been sold to the defendant’s predecessor in title by a mercantile 
agent who was in possession of it with the plaintiff's consent. The learned 
judge who tried the action found that the mercantile agent obtained possession 
of the motor car with the intention of defrauding the plaintiff of his property, 
and that at no time did he intend to carry out the arrangement he had made 
with the plaintiff, but that his intention was to sell it at the best price obtainable, 
and to use the proceeds for his own purposes. His lordship held, accordingly, 
that the mercantile agent could pass no title to the purchaser and that, therefore, 
the plaintiff could recover. 


Held, on appeal, that notwithstanding that the plaintiff had been induced by 
fraud to part with the possession of the motor car, yet the possession of the 
motor car by the mercantile agent was possession with the consent of the plaintiff, 
and the mercantile agent could, therefore, give a good title toa bona fide purchaser 
for value without notice, and the defendant was protected by s. 2 of the Factors 
Act, 1889. 


Decision of Greer, J., reversed. 


Appeal from the judgment of Greer, J., in action tried by him without 
a jury, 1922,2 K.B. 348; 66 Sox. J. 613, for the return of a motor car. 
The plaintiff had bought the motor car in October, 1920, for £658. In 
March, 1921, he was about to go to Canada, and he approached one Hudson, 
whose advertisement offering to sell motor cars at a fixed commission he 
had seen in a daily newspaper. Hudson’s main business was that of selling 
motor cars on commission, his practice being to sell at a fixed commission 
of £10 per motor car, and an advertisement*of these terms brought him a 
large business as a motor carsalesman. The plaintiff entrusted his motor car 
to Hudson, who, within a few hours, sold it, together with another Austin 
motor car, for£700. In ashort time the plaintiff's motor car passed through 
the hands of three other purchasers, and was eventuallyinnocently purchased 
by the defendant. Hudson paid the money which he received for the 
motor car into his own banking account, and did not pay the plaintiff. 
By March, 1921, Hudson had got into a grave financial position, and had 
used money which belonged either to himself or his partners jointly or to 
their customers, and to keep things going, he adopted the plan of getting 
motor cars from customers under the pretence of selling them at the price 
named by the customer, but with the intention of selling them contrary to 
his instructions, and then using the money to make good his defalcations. 
On some date between 7th and 14th March, 1921, the plaintiff arranged 
with him verbally to sell the car for not less than £575 without the plaintiff's 
permission, and on 14th March the plaintiff's motor car was delivered at 
Hudson’s premises on the terms of a letter written by him of that date, 
agreeing that the motor car should not be sold under £575 without the 
plaintiff's permission, and that any offer received below that figure would 
be submitted by telegram to the plaintiff. Hudson, having got possession 
of the motor car, sold it for £340 without having first submitted the offer 
to the plaintiff. The plaintiff brought the action claiming the return of the 
motor car or £650, its value, and damages forits detention. The defendant 
pleaded that the motor car had been sold to the defendant’s predecessor in 
title by a mercantile agent, who was in possession of it, with the consent 
of the owner. Greer, J., found that the mercantile agent had obtained 
possession of the plaintiff's motor car by conduct which amounted to 
larceny by a trick, and he gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendant 
appealed. 

Bankes, L.J., in a written judgment, said: The plaintiff's case hinged 
upon the narrow and technical distinction between the three classes of 
offence—namely, larceny by a trick, larceny as a bailee, and obtaining 
goods by false pretences. Our attention has been called to a number of 
cases in which the question for decision was whether a conviction for 
larceny by a trick could be supported. All these are cases in which an 
attempt was being made to quash a conviction on a technical ground, 
though no doubt whatever existed as to the moral guilt of the accused. 
I agree with the observations of the President in Oppenheimer v. Frazer 
and Wyatt, 1907, 2 K.B. 50, at p. 66, that these decisions are conflicting and 
difficult to understand, and that in many of them the accused was possibly 
held guilty of larceny on facts as to which there might be some doubt 
whether they amounted to larceny or not. Be that as it may, each of 
this class of case depends upon its own facts and on the inferences to be 
drawn from those facts, and I do not think that it is material to discuss 
them. The plaintiff in the present case, however, bases his claim on the 





suggestion that Hudson’s conduct amounted to simple larceny. It is 
necessary, therefore, to ascertain the principle on which the distinction 
between the three offences of larceny, obtaining goods by false pretences, 
and larceny as a bailee, rests. There is no doubt as to what the principle 
is. His lordship then referred to Rex v. Semple, 1786, 1 Leach C.C. 420; 
Reg. v. Ashwell, 1885, 16 Q.B.D. 190 ; and Reg. v. Russett, 1892, 2 Q.B. 312: 
and continued: The first question in this case resolves itself into the 
question whether in the circumstances the plaintiff did intend to pass the 
property in the car to Hudson or to give him the necessary authority to 
pass the property in it to a purchaser. If he did, then Hudson could not 
have been convicted of being guilty of larceny of the car and the plaintiff 
must fail in his action. The same question which has to be decided here 
was discussed in Whitehorn Brothers v. Davison, 1911, 1 K.B., 463, where 
the jury found that Bruford, who obtained the necklace from the plaintiffs 
on the terms of the approbation note, obtained possession of it by fraud 
with the intention of stealing it. The court decided the appeal on another 
ground, but all the members of the court expressed their opinion quite 
clearly that in the circumstances Bruford could not have been found guilty 
of larceny by a trick. I cannot distinguish the facts of that case from the 
facts of the present case. For the purpose of raising this point, they appear 
to me to be identical, we are not bound by the opinions, expressed as they 
are, no doubt, obiter, and we must, in the present appeal, come to a con- 
clusion as to whether they are well-founded or not. In my opinion they are 
well-founded, and the result of adopting them appears to me to fitin better 
with the policy of the law on which s. 2 of the Factors Act is founded 
than the opposite view, which was the one adopted by Greer, J.,in the court 
below. The question is whether, assuming that Hudson was guilty of larceny 
of the car, that renders it impossible that anyone can have obtained a title 
to the car from Hudson under the Factors Act, the argument being that no 
one can in those circumstances prove the owner's consent to the car’s being 
in Hudson’s possession. Section 2 of the Factors Act provides protection 
in statutory form to persons who, bond fide and without notice of any 
want of authority on the part of a mercantile agent, have purchased goods 
from the agent, he beingin possession of the goods with the consent of the 
owner. I can see no reason why rules and principles of the criminal law 
are to beintroduced for the purpose of putting a construction on the language 
of the section. What the section refers to is the consent of the owner. 
To establish a consent it is no doubt necessary to consider what the state 


them by the mercantile agent. I fail to see how for this purpose, or for any 
purpose of applying the section, it can be material to look into the mind 
of the mercantile agent, any more than it would be to look into his pocket 
to ascertain whether he was in a position to pay for the goods. It is not 
universally true that no title can be obtained from a thief, as witness a sale 
by a thief in market overt. It is admitted that where possession of goods 
has been obtained by false pretences, or where a bailee has stolen them, a 
title by a bond fide purchaser can be made under the section. If so, why 
not where the goods have been stolen by a trick ? The question of the guilt 
of the alleged thief, where his intention is material, is, as it appears to me, 
so entirely immaterial in considering whether a title has been made under 
the Factors Act to the goods which it is alleged that he has stolen, that the 
two considerations should be kept entirely distinct. To allow the one 
to be defeated by a consideration of the other is, in my opinion, to sweep 
away a great part of the protection which the Factors Act was intended to 
provide, and which, when incorporated into a statute, was not introducing 
any new principle, but merely continhing one long known to the Mercantile 
law. The conclusions at which I have arrived in this case are (1) that the 
true inference from the facts is that Hudson was not guilty of larceny of the 
car, and (2) that, even if he was, it makes no difference in the result, because 
on the evidence, it is clear that the plaintiff did consent, within the meaning 
of s. 2 of the Factors Act, to Hudson being in possession of the car. For 
these reasons, I think, that the appeal must be allowed with coste, and the 
judgment for the plaintiff set aside and entered for the defendant with 
costs. 

Scruton, L.J., in the course of a concurring judgment, said: On the 
question whether proving larceny by a trick is a defence to the Factors Act 
as excluding consent of the true owner, I can understand that where by a 
trick there is error in the person, there is no true consent, and the Factors 
Acts are excluded. But where there is agreement with regard to the person 
and the true owner intends to give him possession, it does not seem to me 
that the fact that the person apparently agreeing to agency really means to 
disregard the agency and act for his own benefit destroys the consent of 
the true owner under the Factors Acts. Those Acts intended to protect 
@ purchaser in good faith carrying out an ordinary mercantile transaction 
with a person in the position of a mercantile agent. They did not do so 
completely, for they required the purchaser to prove that the goods were in 
possession of the mercantile agent ‘‘ with the consent of the true owner.” 
But they did not require the purchaser in addition to prove that the 
mercantile agent agreed both openly and secretly, ostensibly and really, to 
the terms on which the true owner transferred possession to the mercantile 
agent. It appears to me to be enough to show that the true owner did 
intentionally deposit in the hands of that mercantile agent the goods in 
question. I do not think Parliament had any intention of applying the 
artificial distinctions of the criminal law to a commercial transaction, 
defeating it if there were larceny by a trick, but not if there were only larceny 
by a bailee or possession obtained by false pretences. The purport of the 
Act [i.e., the Factors Act, 1889], seems to be that an ostensible mercantile 
agent ostensibly in possession of goods can give a good title in the ordinary 
course of business to a bond fide purchaser, provided that he proves that the 
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owner intended that man to have possession of the goods. For these 
reasons I think the question of larceny by a trick of the sort suggested in 
this case was immaterial, and did not prevent the operation of the Factors 
Acts. But there is further the question whether the facts in this case 
constitute larceny by a trick. On this point I take the view taken by 
Channell, J., Vaughan Williams, L.J., and Kennedy, L.J., that where an 
owner delivers goods to an agent, intending not only that he shall have 
possession, but shall dispose of the property, it is immaterial that the agent, 
ostensibly agreeing to the contract of agency, yet secretiy intends to 
disregard it. In this case, if the agent had sold for the authorised price, 
as no doubt he intended to doif he could get the price, but then appropriated 
the price to himself, intending to do so from the start, I cannot conceive 
that he would not pass the property in the car. I think the position is 
the same if the owner gives the agent power to dispose of the property in 
certain events tation of authority being secret. 

Eve, J.,in concurring, said that the plaintiff voluntarily parted with the 
ling to confer a power on Hudson to pass the 
property to anyone willing to give £575 for the car. The facts of the case 
brought it entirely within the case of Whitehorn Brothers v. Davison, 1911, 
1 K.B. 463. Appeal allowed.—Counse.: Schiller, K.C., and Malcolm 
Hilbe ry, for the appr llant . rf harle x B.C.. and Tristram Be re sford, for the 
respondent. Soxicrrors: Newton G. Driver ; Castle & Co, 
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Reported I 7 LGAN arrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 

> o 

WOODHEAD PUINAM. Div. ©’. 22nd and 30th November. 
Emeroency LeGcistarion—LaNpLorp AND Tenantr—Premises Let As 

Fratrs—No Srrucrurat ALTERATION—STANDARD RentT—APPporRTION- 

MENT—INCREA or Rent anp Morreace Inrerest (RESTRICTIONS) 

Act, 1920, 10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 17, 8. 12. 

The tenant of a dwelling-house, which was let as a whole on 3rd August, 1914, 
at a yearly rent of £60, let the Varch, 1919. at an 
annual rent of £55. rh n : were not subject to the Rent Restriction 
Acts before the con ’ onerati of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage 
Inte t (Restrictions J vice was given to raise the rent, and the 


ond floor as a flat in 


occupant of the flat a ty court for an apportionment of the 
standard rent The ce fy ) tj dg fired the standard rent at £60, the 
rent at hich the 7 1 @ ton 3rd A iquat, 1914, a wd he apportioned 


the rent of th 
Held (o appe l). that the ce inty court judg had rightly fixed the date of 
the ascertainnu of t) t lard rent of the premises as the 3rd August, 1914; 
that an apportionment we } efore necessary ; a? 1 that the fact that the 
t Restriction cls at the date when the 
second floor a sa flat, we irrelevant. ha g regard to the terms 


of 8. 12,8 


Appeal from Ws n-super-Mare County Court. On 3rd August, 1914, 
a dwelling-house, cons ng of a ground floor and upper floors was Ict as 


pre mises Uu 


one house at a rent of £60 perannum, On 3rd May, 1919, it was re-let, 
and the new tenant, without making any structural alteration, which, as 
was agreed in the action, could support a contention that a new dwelling- 
house had been created, let the second floor to the respondent for three 
years at a rent of £55 per annum. On the coming into operation of the 
Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, the 
premises became ubject to that statute. The flat which was let to the 
parately. In March, 1922, the landlord 
served on the appellant a notice increasing the rent, and a notice was 
served on the respondent increasing the rent of the flat to £59. The 
respondent thereupon applied for an apportionment of the standard rent 
of the house. rhe county court judge held that s. 12 (3) of the Act of 1920 
applied, and that the standard rent of the whole house was £60 per annum ; 
and he made an apportionment. By s. 12 (3) of the Act of 1920 it is 
provided : ‘* Where, for the purpose of determining the standard rent or 
rateable value of any dwelling-house to which this Act applies, it is 
necessary to apportion the rent at the datein relation to which the standard 


respondent was never rated 


rent is to be fixed, or the rateable value of the property in which that 
| 


dwelling-house is comprised, the county court may, on application by, 


either party, make such apportionment as scems just, and the decision of 
the court as to the amount to be apportioned to the dwelling-house shall 
be final and conclusive.’’ The landlord appealed from the decision of the 
county court judge, on the ground that at the date of the letting of the 
flat the dwelling-house was not within the scope of the Rent Restriction Acts. 

Saver, J., in delivering the considered judgment of the Court (Darling 
and Salter, JJ.), said that the question for decision was: What was the 
date at which the actual rent of the applicant’s house was to be taken ; 
i.e., Whether the flat was let on 3rd August, 1914, or was first let on 19th 
May, 1919. In the former case apportionment would be necessary ; in the 
latter event it would be unnecessary. It was admitted that there was no 
12 (9), and also that no structural alteration had 
been made which could support a contention that a new and different 
dwelling-house had been created. There was evidence before the court 
that the respondent's rooms were let on 3rd August, 1914, but there was 
no evidence upon which any other conclusion could properly have been 
reached. The standard rent of the respondent's rooms was, therefore, the 
actual rent of those rooms on 3rd August, 1914. This could only be 
arrived at by apportionment and the decision of the county court judge 


reconstruction within 





was right. The question whether the dwelling-house was subject to the 
Rent Restriction Acts at the date when the flat was let appeared to their 
lordships to be irrelevant. To entitle a tenant to apportionment under 
s. 12 (3) it was not necessary that the “‘ property ’’’ in which the tenant’s 
** dwelling-house’’ was comprised should itself be a dwelling-house or 
should be subject to the Acts. The appeal should be dismissed.—Covunssx : 
Wethered ; Croom Jchnson. Soricrrors: Robins, Hay, Waters & Hay for 
Tyrrell & Barnes, Weston-super-Mare ; Cameron, Kemm & Co. for John 
Hodge & Co., Weston-super-Mare. 
{Reported by J. L. Dgestson, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HENDERSON v. VAN COOTEN. Sankey, J. 29th November. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—NoTIcE TO Quit BY TENANT—REFUSAL or 
CARETAKER (ENGAGED BY TENANT) TO DeLtIver Possess1on—LIABiLiry 
or TENANT. 


A caretaker, engaged by a tenant, held over, notwithstanding the willingness 
of the tenant that the landlord should have possession of the premises at the 
expiration of the tenancy. 


Held, that the landlord was entitled to maintain an action against the tenant 
and to recover damages for the trouble and expense occasioned by the turning out 
of the caretaker, and for loss of mesne profits. 


Henderson v. Squire, L.R. 4 Q.B. 170, applied. 


In 1907 the plaintiff let to the vicar of a parish a house for one year at a 
yearly rent of £30, the tenant agreeing, inter alia, that it should be used 
for parochial purposes only. At the end of the year the tenancy was 
continued from year to year on the terms of the agreement. From 1916, 
when the first defendant ceased to be the vicar of the parish, the second 
defendant, who was a churchwarden, paid the rent out of parish funds. 
He also engaged a caretaker for the premises, who lived there with her 
family. Eventually the second defendant gave notice to quit, but on the 
expiration of the notice, in spite of the willingness of the second defendant 
that possession should be given to the plaintiff, the caretaker and her family 
refused to leave the premises. The plaintiff then, in proceedings instituted 
by him in the county court against the caretaker and the defendants, 
in which only recovery of possession was claimed, obtained judgment 
against the caretaker. The defendants were, however, dismissed from that 
action and judgment was given in their favour against the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff was unable to obtain possession until two months later, and he 
then commenced the present action against the defendants for damages 
for non-delivery of possession of the premises at the expiration of the 
tenancy, and claimed damages, including mesne profits and costs in the 
previous action. The question of the liability of the defendants for the 
refusal of the caretaker to give up possession had not been decided in the 
proceedings in the county court. 

Sankey, J., in delivering judgment, referred to Henderson v. Squire, 
supra, and said that it was clear from that case that there was an implied 
agreement for delivery by the tenant of complete possession at the expira- 
tion of the tenancy, and that an action for damages might be brought 
against him for breach ofsuch an agreement. In his view the only difference 
between the present case and that case was that the person who refused to 
give up possession in the present case was a caretaker, whereas in that case 
the person refusing to do so was a sub-tenant. The same principle of law 
appeared to apply in both cases, and in his opinion he was compelled by 
that case to hold that the plaintiff was entitled to maintain his action against 
the tenant, and to recover damages for the trouble and expense occasioned 
by the turning out of the caretaker and for loss of mesne profits. 
CounsEL: Coumbe ; Willes. Soxuicrrors: Champion & Henderson ; Ellis, 
Bickersteth, Aglionby and Hazel. 


[Reported by J. L. Denison, Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders. 


Board of Trade. 
THE OIL IN NAVIGABLE.WATERS (RECORDS) ORDER, 1923. 


Whereas Section 3 of the Oil in Navigable Waters Act, 1922, provides 
that there shall be kept in the case of every vessel as defined in the said 
Act a record, in such form as the Board of Trade may prescribe, of all 
operations in connection with the transfer of oil to and from the vessel : 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade in pursuance of the said Section 3 
and of all other powers enabling them on that bchalf do hereby prescribe 
as follows :— 

(1) The record to be kept under the said Act shall be in such form 
as to show clearly the following particulars :— 
(i) The name and port of registry of the vessel or barge ; 
(ii) The date and time of transfer ; 
(iii) The place of transfer ; 
(iv) The amount and description ‘of oil transferred ; 
(v) From what vess_1, barge or premises on land, and to what 
vessel, barge or premises, the oil was transferred. 
(2) The record of each operation shall be separately signed and dated 
by the master or person responsible as provided by Section 3 (2) of the 
said Act. 
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(3) The record may be kept in the Official Log of a vessel, in which 
case the name and port of registry of the vessel need not be stated 
separately. 

(4) This Order may be cited as the Oil in Navigable Waters (Records) 
Order, 1923. 
lst January. H. A. Payne, 

A Secretary to the Board of Trade. 


Note.—The Act came into operation on the Ist January, 1923, and applies 
to any vessel which is capable of carrying in bulk, whether for cargo or 
for bunker purposes, more than twenty-five tons of oil, or which, though 
not so capable, is constructed or fitted to carry in bulk as aforesaid more 
than five tons of oil in any one space or container. 

The provisions of Section 3 (2) of the Act are as follows :— 

“The record required to be kept under this Section shall, in the case 
of a barge, be kept, so far as relates to the transfer of oil to the barge, 
by the person supplying the oil, and, so far as relates to the transfer of 
oil from the barge, by the person to whom the oil is delivered, and shall, 
in every other case, be kept by the master of the vessel.”’ 

[Gazette, 2nd Jan. 
THE CLEARING OFFICE. 

Notice is hereby given, that the following appointment in the Clearing 
Office (Enemy Debts) has been made by the Board of Trade, viz. :— 

Mr. Herbert John Hutchinson to be Deputy to the Administrator 
appointed in accordance with the provisions of Section 1 (i) of the Treaty 
of Peace (Austria) Order, 1920, in the place of Mr. D. Williams, with effect 
from the Ist January, 1923. 

lst January. [Gazelte, 2nd Jan. 


Ministry of Health. 
THE ACCOUNTS (PAYMENT INTO BANK) ORDER, 1922. 


The Minister of Health, in exercise of the powers conferred on him by 
section 15 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1834 [4 & 5 Will. 4. c. 76], sect. 5 
of the District Auditors Act, 1879 [42 & 43 Vict. c. 6] and of all other 
powers enabling him in that behalf, hereby orders as follows :— 

1. This Order may be cited as the Accounts (Payment into Bank) 
Order, 1922, and shall come into operation on the Ist day of April, 1923. 

2. (1) In this Order, unless the context otherwise requires— 

** District auditor’? means a district auditor appointed under the 
District Auditors Act, 1879; 

** Local Authority ’’ means any persons-who receive and expend any 
local rate as hereinafter defined, and whose accounts are subject to audit 
by a district auditor, and includes overseers ; 

“Local Rate’’ has the same meaning as in the District Auditors 
Act, 1879 ; 

**Money’”’ includes any bank note, currency note, cheque, postal 
order, money order, or any other document for the payment of any 
sum of money ; 

** Officer ’’ includes a servant ; 

“* Overseers ’’ includes any persons acting as overseers under any 
public general or local Act of Parliament. 

(2) The Interpretation Act, 1889 [52 & 53 Vict. c. 63], applies to the 
interpretation of this Order as it applies to the interpretations of an 
Act of Parliament. 

3. (1) Where money is received by an officer of a Local Authority for 
payment by him into a Banking Account of the Local Authority or of 
their Treasurer, the Local Authority shall secure that a Paying-in Book, 
is provided for the use of the officer. 

(2) Every such Book shall contain a number of paying-in slips, for the 
entry of money paid into the bank, together with either a counterfoil or 
a duplicate of each paying-in slip. 

4. Every officer who pays any money into a banking account of a 
Local Authority or of their Treasurer shall, unless the Minister otherwise 
directs, enter on a paying-in slip, and on the counterfoil or duplicate 
thereof, particulars of such payment, including in the case of each cheque 
paid in :-— 

(a) the amount of such cheque and 

(6) some reference (such as the number of the receipt given or the 
name of the debtor) which will connect the cheque with the debt or 
debts in discharge or partial discharge of which it was received : 

Provided that where any cheque paid in was not received in discharge 
or partial discharge of a debt due to the Local Authority the officer 
shall note the fact on the counterfoil or duplicate of the paying-in slip. 

5, Any officer of a Local Authority by whom a Paying-in Book is used 
in pursuance of this Order shall produce the Book for examination as and 
when required by the Local Authority or the district auditor. 

6. Where a portion only of the accounts of a Local Authority is subject 
to audit by a district auditor, this Order shall apply to the Local Authority 
and their officers in relation to that portion of those accounts. 

7. In the application of this Order to overseers— 

(a) Any collector of poor rates, assistant overseer or other person 
duly authorised to collect the poor rate, or any other local rate levied 
by overseers in any parish or part of any parish, shall be deemed an 
Officer of the overseers ; 





(6) Any overseer by whom money is paid into the account of the 
overseers at a bank shall be subject to the same obligations as an officer 
of a Local Authority. 

F. L. Turner, 
Assistant Secretary, Ministry of Health. 
28th December. 
[A circular letter explanatory of the above Order has been sent by the 
Ministry to Local Authorities, including Overseers of the Poor.] 


RAILWAY RATES FOR HOUSE REFUSE. 


Local authorities will be interested to learn that, as the result of represen- 
tations made by the Ministry of Transport at the instance of the Ministry 
of Health, the railway companies have decided to grant exceptional gross 
rates (approximating to the stable manure rates) for screened or pulverised 
house and town refuse between points where the traffic is likely to pass 
in considerable quantities. Applications for such rates should be addressed 
to the Railway Companies concerned. 

[8th January. 


HOUSE REFUSE AS MANURE. 


At the instance of the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Agriculture 
and Fisheries published in the November issue of their Journal an article 
on “The Possibility of using Town Refuse as Manure.’’ The article 
will be reproduced as a separate leaflet by the latter Department. 

[8th January. 








Societies. 
The Annual Meeting of the Bar. 


The Annual General Meeting of the Bar will be held in the Inner Temple 
Hall, on Thursday, the 18th January, 1923, at 4.15 0’clock. The Attorney- 
Genera! will preside. 

Any member of the Bar shall be at liberty to bring forward for discussion 
at the Meeting any Resolution, provided that notice thereof shall have 
been given in writing to the Secretary of the Council not less than seven 
clear days before the day of meeting, and that in the opinion of the 
Executive Committee of the Council such Resolution is a matter of general 
interest to the Bar. 

With a view to saving expense, the general circulation of the Annual 
Statement to the Profession will not be resumed for the present, but copies 
will be placed in the Libraries and Common Rooms, and may be obtained 
on application to the Secretary. 

The annual Election of Members to fill the vacancies upon the Council 
will be held in the week ending the 10th of February, 1923. 

Proposal forms may be obtained from the Secretary. 

5, Stone Buildings, 

Lincoln’s Inn, 
Ist January, 1923. 


ry. +, | 
The Newcastle-upon-Tyne Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The Fifty-second Ordinary Meeting of the Society, being also the Ninety- 
sixth Anniversary of its institution, was held in the Society’s Library on 
the 14th December, 1922, when the President, Mr, Perey Corder, occupied 
the chair. The annual report and balance sheet of the Society were passed. 
The membership of the Society numbers 195. The following officers were 
elected :—President, Mr. J. H. Rennoldson; Vice-President, Mr. A. L. 
Bird; Hon. Treasurer, Mr. A. H. Dickinson; Hon. Secretary, Mr. W. 8. 
Burtom; Hon. Librarian, Mr. O. J. Charlton. 


Incorporated Accountants. 
Results of Examinations held 13th, 14th, 15th and 16th November, 1922 
FINAL. 


Honours Candidates in Order of Merit. 

O’Callagan, Clement Loveridge, Southampton. (First Prize and First 
Certificate of Merit). 

Williams, Joseph Ernest, Leicester. (Second Prize and Second Certificate 
of Merit). 

Stephens, Christopher Thomas, Newport (Mon.). (Third Certificate of 
Merit). 

Williams, Peter Oswald, Cardiff. (Fourth Certificate of Merit). 

Thurlow, Frank Russill, B.Sc., Bradford. (Fifth Certificate of Merit). 

Payne, Warwick George, London. (Sixth Certificate of Merit). 

Sloan, James, Liverpool. (Seventh Certificate of Merit). 

Charlesworth, David Harold, Stoke-on-Trent and Carpenter, Herbert 
Franklin, London. (Bracketed for Eighth Certificate of Merit). 

Nine Candidates awarded Honours. One hundred and thirty-four 
Candidates passed. Ninety-three Candidates failed Total 236. 
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INTERMEDIATE. 

Honours Candidates in Order of Merit. 

Crick, David Norman, London. (First Place Certificate and Prize). 

Couzens, John Victor, Portsmouth. (Second Place Certificate and 
Prize). 

Jones, Harold Bingham, London. (Third Place Certificate). 

Perkins, George Oliver, Walsall. (Fourth Place Certificate). 

Berry, Hugh Victor, Cheltenham. (Fifth Place Certificate). 

Jordan, John, Bolton. (Sixth Place Certificate). 

Sugden, Herbert, Bradford. (Seventh Place Certificate). 

Turquand, Leonard Wilfred Ernest, London. (Eighth Place Certificate). 

Bordoli, Sidney Bryan, Leicester. (Ninth Place Certificate). 

Nine Candidates awarded Honours. One hundred and eighty-six passed. 
Kighty-six Candidates failed. Total 281. 


PRELIMINARY. 

Honours Candidates in Order of Merit. 

Harrison, Samuel, Liverpool. (First Place Certificate; disqualified 
for Prize by age limit). 

Simpson, John Horbury, Bedale. (Prize and Second Place Certificate). 

White, Reginald Leslie, Leamington Spa. (Third Place Certificate). 

Three Candidates awarded Honours. Fifty-eight Candidates passed. 
Twenty-five Candidates failed. Total 86, 


General Council of the Bar. 

The following are extracts from the Annual Statement, 1922. 

Visit of Danish Lawyers.—A party of Danish Lawyers with Professor 
H. Munch-Petersen, LL.D., Vice-President of the Commercial Court, 
Members of the Staff of the Ministry of Justice, and Officials of the 
Copenhagen Police Force visited London from the 20th June to the 8th 
July, for the purpose of studying the working of the English jury system 
in civil and criminal cases, the practice and procedure of the Courts, and 
Police methods in dealing with crimes. The arrangements for the visit 
were made by Mr. N. 8. Reyntiens, Assistant Director of the Overseas 
Trade Department, who informed the Bar Council of the intended visit 
with a view to co-operation. Lectures were given by practising Barristers 
on civil and criminal procedure, the conduct of a civil action before a jury, 
and summary jurisdiction. The party was in daily attendance at the 
High Court, Central Criminal Court, Metropolitan County Courts and Police 
Courts. At the conclusion of their visit, Dr. Vincent Naser, President of 
the Danish Students International Committee, sent the following letter 
to the Secretary of the Bar Council:—‘‘8th July, 1922.—-The Danish 
Students International Committee, and the party of Danish Lawyers 
conducted to England by the Committee, beg you to accept their best 
thanks for the readiness with which you have personally responded to the 
suggestions of the Department of Overseas Trade, the leaders of which 
have so kindly arranged this visit. We have all derived much benefit, 
both technically and personally, from the visit to these Islands, and we 
are persuaded that such an interchange of Students of Law between our 
countries will prove of the utmost value.” 

Fees of Counsel in County Courts.—Owing to the increase in expenses and 
the cost of living, representations have been made to the Council from 
time to time urging an adjustment of Counsel’s fees to existing conditions. 
The fees of Solicitors were increased by the addition of 33} per cent., but 
in respect of Counsel's fees it was impracticable to make a proportionate 
increase by that simple method, and it has been necessary to deal with 
them piecemeal. For instance, the fees of Counsel at Assizes and Quarter 
Sessions have been raised, and in Interlocutory matters in the High Court 
the Taxing Masters have allowed an increase. The question of Counsel's 
fees in the County Courts was referred by the Council to the Business and 
Procedure Committee, who added to their number, as authorised by the 
terms of the reference, and were assisted by Mr. E. H. Tindal Atkinson, 
(.B.E., and Mr. A. F. Clements. The Committee examined the 
Scale Fees in detail, and submitted a Memorandum to the County 
Courts Rule Committee recommending an increase in certain items. 
The Chairman (Mr. Hollis Walker, K.C.) discussed the Memorandum 
at an interview with certain representatives of the Rule Committee, 
and the following communication was subsequently received from 
the Lord Chancellor's Secretary :—‘‘The memorandum on Counsel's 
fees in County Courts which was drawn up by the Committee of the Bar 
Council was duly circulated to the County Courts Rule Committee, and was 
subsequently carefully considered and discussed by the members at their 
next meeting. The Rule Committee have submitted to the Lord Chancellor 
a set of Rules making certain alterations in the Rules and the Scales of 
Costs. These Rules have been approved by the Supreme Court Rule 
Committee, and have been allowed by the Lord Chancellor, and will come 
into force on the Ist October. The new Rules will be published shortly. 
You will see that the alterations are designed to give the Registrar a discre- 
tion with regard to the amount of costs to be allowed in every case where 
the County Court Judge now has a discretion, but they do not comprise the 
alteration of any specific amount in the Scales. The Chairman of the Rule 
Committee has informed the Lord Chancellor of the Rule Committee's 
reasons for taking this course. After considering the matter, the Rule 
Committee came to the conclusion that the discretionary power had been 
found to be a great service, and to be frequently exercised, notwithstanding 
the difficulty which Solicitors are said to experience in marking the fee so 
as to take advantage of that power. The Committee expect, therefore, 
that the extension of the discretion of Registrars will prove to be useful 
in facilitating payment of a higher fee to Counsel in proper cases. At the 





same time, however, the Committee felt that it was undesirable to inorease 
the cost of litigation in the County Courts except for strong reasons . . 
The Committee, therefore, resolved net to submit any Rules making 
alterations in the specific amounts allowed in the Scale of Costs.”’ 
Questions RELATING TO PRoFESSIONAL CONDUCT AND PRACTICE. 

Publication of Counsel's Opinions.—A communication was received from 
a Barrister enclosing a letter from a Solicitor requesting permission to 
publish in the Journal of a Society a case submitted to Counsel and Counsel’s 
opinion thereon. The Council considered that there was no objection to 
acceding to the request. 

Dock Defences.—The Council received the following communication from 
a Barrister :—‘‘ As Leader of the ————~— Sessions Bars I was 
asked to give my opinion on the Bar Etiquette with regard to Dock Defences 
and to refer the matter, if necessary, to the Bar Council. Till recently it 
has, I believe, been the universal rule that instructions for a Dock Defence 
can only be given to Counsel by a prisoner from the dock, and that Counsel 
cannot be instructed beforehand by a gaoler or any officer of the Court, 
without theintervention ofa Solicitor. IL remembera distinguished member 
of the Circuit being prevented by the Bar from receiving a Dock Defence 
in this way and until recently I have never known Dockers accepted other- 
wise than from the Dock. A custom, however, seems to have been growing 
up lately in some places of accepting Dockers beforehand from the gaoler 
or other official ; and, as some of the juniors pointed out, this often leads 
to the Dockers going invariably to the same man, not selected by the 
prisoner, and further it gives an unfair advantage to the local Bar over those 
who come from London or elsewhere. I should be obliged if you would 
kindly give me a ruling from the Bar Council, which would set the question 
at rest.’’ The Council referred the matter to the following Special Com- 
mittee :—Sir Edward Marshall-Hall, K.C., Mr. E. Percival Clarke, Mr. J, 
H. Thorpe, M.P., Mr. A. F. Clements, Mr. A. W. Cockburn. 

The report of the Committee, which the Council adopted, was as follows :— 
The Committee beg to report that after considering the above letter and the 
ruling of the Bar Council on the subject of Dock Defences which is set out 
in the Annual Statement for 1906-7, their opinion is as follows :—The 
Retainer of Counsel to defend a prisoner, on what is known as a Dock 
Defence, does not begin to exist until the prisoner has selected the Counsel 
he desires to defend him, which selection must be madein open Court. At 
the time of making the selection the customary fee should be handed by the 
prisoner to the Counsel. Any interview or negotation between Counsel 
and the prisoner, or anyone on the prisoner’s behalf, before such selection 
and retainer, is contrary to professional etiquette. 

Barrister appearing for Solicitor against lay Client on Taxation of Costs. 

-A complaint was received by the Council from a lay client that his Counsel 
in an ection had appeared for the Solicitor against him in the subsequent 
proceedings on taxation of costs. The matter was investigated by the 
Professional Conduct Committee, whose report, adopted by the Council, 
was as follows :—‘ That it is extremely undesirable that Counsel should, 
without the express consent of the lay client, appear for the Solicitor on a 
taxation between Solicitor and client of the costs of a litigation in which the 
Counsel was retained and acted for the client. It is important to remember 
that a retainer is given on behalf of the lay client, not of the Solicitor. 
The Professional Conduct Committee is therefore of opinion that Mr. A. 
was not justified in acting for the Solicitor against the client, whose retainer 
he had held in the litigation out of which the taxation arose.” 

Barristers as Honorary Members of Local Law Societies.—In reply to 4 
Barrister, who asked the opinion of the Council as to whether he should 
accept an invitation to become an Honorary Member of a local Law Society, 
the opinion of the Council was as follows :—** That it is undesirable that a 
Barrister should be an Honorary Member of a local Law Society; but 
this is not intended to prevent a member of the Bar using the library of a 
local Law Society, where so permitted, either on terms of paying 4 
subscription or otherwise.” 


Institut Frangais du Royaume Uni. 

The programme of the “‘ Cours Publics ’’ section of the Institut Frangais 
includes a debate in French, to be held at the Institut on 19th inst. at 
8.30 p.m., on the following subject : ‘“‘ Un avocat doit plaider suivant son 
devoir professionne! et non suivant sa conscience.’’ Chairman ; The Rt. 
Hon. Mr. Justice Darling, P.C. Proposer: Monsieur Monsarrat, Avocat. 
Opposer : Monsieur de Gorostarzu, Avocat. 








Turkish Justice. 

The following letter from Dr. Abdul Majid, of 1, Elm Court, Temple, 
Lecturer on Mohammedan Law at the Colonial Office, appeared in The 
Times of the 6th inst. :— 

Permit me to say that, in all justice, capitulations in Turkey should be 
abolished. In 1912 I visited that country and studied the administration 
of justice there. In the course of my investigation, some leading lawyers 
told me that “the various consular courts, perhaps excepting the British, 
acted just as they pleased without reference to any law.”’ 

The result of my investigation of the Turkish administration of justice 
was to show that it was carried on much in the same way as in London. 
When people do not hesitate to place themselves under the loose adminis- 
tration of criminal justice in America or under the Code Napoleon (it is 
alleged that the Turkish law is based upon the Code), one fails to see why 
they should hesitate to place themselves under the Turkish system. It is 
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inconceivable that a Turkish judge or a magistrate would deal unjustly with 
the rights of a person merely on account of his being of a different nationality. 

Historians have often spoken very highly of justice administered by the 
Turks and by the Moslems, and jurists have found the Mahommedan Law 
more complete than the Roman Law, and as elastic as the English Law. 
It is sincerely hoped that the policy towards Turkey as announced by 
Mr. Bonar Law, and not prejudice against Turkey, or partisanship, will 
regulate the provisions of the peace treaty. 








Company Registrations at Somerset 


House, 
JANUARY 1 TO DECEMBER 30, 1922. 


The following Statistical Report of new Companies registered in 1922 
has been compiled by Jordan & Sons, Limited, Company Registration 
Agents, Chancery Lane, W.C.2 :— 





| Companies other than 
| Public. 








Public Companies. Totals. 
Classes. | 
Number _— |Number - Number| q 
Regis- Capital. | Regis- Capital. Regis-| Capital. 
tered. | tered. tered. | 
£ £ £ 
Advertising | 
Agents - — - | 108 337,070 | 108| 337,070 
Air - - ~~ - | 2 4,000 2 | 4,000 
Banks - - 3 (2,250,000 | 16 1,655,450 19 3,905,450 
Boots & Shoes 2 262,500 | 102 1,095,500 104} 1,358,000 
Bricks, Cem- 
ent, &c. —- 3 210,000 | 103 1,650,400 | 106 | 1,860,400 
Builders . 1 1,000,000 | 260 1,548,275 | 261 | 2,548,275 
Carriers . 6 26,700 | 239 1,251,784 | 245] 1,278,484 
Chemists . 8 531,750 | 335 1,511,585 | 343 2,043,335 
Clothing 5 | 727,500 | 509 2,752,059 | 514| 3,479,559 
Clubs” - : 23 74,875 | 39 167,205 | 62 242,080 
Drink - - — — | 98 1,116,695 98 | 1,116,695 
Electricity and 
Gas - - 22 6,935,088 | 214 714,368 236 | 7,649,456 
Engineers 9 203,500 | 420 4,080,680 429, 4,284,180 
Farmers 14 | 1,521,250 73 766,250 87 2,287,500 
Food - i 620,500 | 557 = 7,548,215 568 | 8,168,715 
Furniture . 1 200,000 113 514,610 114 | 714,610 
Glass & China I 65,000 52 429,300 53 | 494,300 
Hotels - . 7 121,000 | 91 436,035 98 | 557,035 
Insurance - 1 5,000 | 61 248,500 62 253,500 
Iron, Brass, &c. 8 1,042,600 | 364 3,019,810 372 4,062,410 
Jewellery - I 55,000 | 64 750,200 65 | 805,200 
Kinemas . 32 1,566,000 | 172 1,264,975 204 2,830,975 
land .- - il 574,800 | 200 5,012,600 211 5,587,400 
Laundries - _ | 28 169,500 28 169,500 
Leather - 2 64,000 71 901,225 73 965,225 
— ° 4 221,400 | 338 3,886,346 342 4,107,746 
ines - ° 32 3,656,100 179 5,256,354 > 211 8,912,454 
Miscellaneous - 6 108,500 | 290 663,510 296 | 772,010 
Moneylenders 2 100,000 | 945 225,800 47 | 325,800 
Motors - 6 | 332,000 | 407 2,500,543 | 413 | 2,832,548 
Music - 4! 303,000 | 57 321,050 61 624,050 
Newspapers 2 5,400,000 | Sh 589,600 53 5,989,600 
Nurserymen I 6,500 | 27 126,400 28 132,900 
Nursing - - — | 18 21,750 18 21,750 
Ste - - | 15 |3,418,200 | 59 479,250 74 3,897,450 
ents - : 2 77,000 | 110 455,598 112 532,598 
Photography - | 1 25,000 | 37 284,100 | 38 309,100 
Publishers 2 11,100 | 76 389,855 78 400,955 
Railways . — - 6 202,600 6 202,600 
werd . 11 | 740,950 | 30 352,600 41 1,093,550 
ools - — — | 24 78,500 | 24 78,500 
Shipping : 7, 440,100 | 212 3,119,000 219| 3,559,100 
Sporte and 
Toys - . 67 531,470 | 190 753,678 | 257 1,285,148 
—— . 3 620,000 | 182 1,312,620 | 185 1,932,620 
Stocks and 
Finance -| 19 | 3,876,700 | 147 3,518,830 | 166 | 7,305,530 
Textiles - . 12 | 3,878,200 | 461 11,423,200 | 473 | 15,301,400 
Theatres . 4 27,000 7) 287,100 | 75 314,100 
Timber - : 3 170,000 127 ~=—-:1,572,975 130 1,742,975 
Tobacco . — 43 310,400 43 310,400 
Totals - 374 42,000,283 7,478 77,077,950 | 7,852 | 119,078,233 
Corresponding 
figures in 
1921 - -| 401 (38,281,047 | 5,994 60,753,278 | 6,395 99,034,325 
} 
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The increase in the number of Registrations of Private Companies during 

the first six months of the past year which we were able to recordin our last 
(July) report has been continued throughout the second six months; but 
the inference we sought to draw that trade was recovering from the severe 
depression of 1921 has only been partially fulfilled. The causes that 
militate against that recovery are still with us. They are, mainly, excessive 
taxation, and the continued high cost of living. The first of these is due, 
of course, to the enormous rise in our national expenditure resulting from the 
war. This burden should be borne with the fortitude we British proudly 
claim as a national characteristic. But it should be borne by the whole 
community. No class should be able to secure immunity at the expense 
of another. As the peer has to sell portions of his patrimony to meet the 
demands of the Revenue, and the professional man and the civil servant 
to sacrifice about a sixth of their annual income, the worker and producer 
ought not to expect to be better off than he was before the war. If we 
cannot sell our output abroad owing to the high cost of production, it is 
impossible for that market to regain its former prosperity. How far the 
uncertainty of the international situation and the unsettled reparations 
problem adversely affect the exchanges and the purchasing power of our 
foreign customers, it is difficult to determine. The way to prosperity will, 
however, only be found by greater diligence and harder work at home and 
by peace abroad. 

With regard to the persisting high duty upon the capitalisation of 
Companies imposed in 1920, it is pertinent to note that the Public Trustee 
has had to revise his scale of fees. We venture to suggest that that example 
might be expediently followed at Somerset House. Although the number 
of registrations of Companies increased in 1922 as compared with 1921 by 
over 1,400, the average Capital of the Companies fell from £15,486 to 
£15,165. We believe that to be due almost entirely to the onerous capital 
duty still imposed. The average capital in 1920 was £56,522. 

In scanning the figures of the above table the large amount of Textiles 
will arrest attention. Their capital is more than double that of 1921, 
although their numerical increase is but 79. Mines also show an appreciable 
increase of more than £2,000,000. Land shows a marked increase. Motors 
only a slight increase. Newspapers, owing to exceptional circumstances, 
display a rise of over five millions. Chemists show a decline of £1,600,000 
in capital, although their numbers are 63 up. Drink, too, is down by well 
over five millions, although there are actually 29 more companies. This 
decline in capital is attributable to the absence of any flotation to take the 
place of the five-million capital of Peter Walker in 1921, Stocks and 
Finance are up—in fact, almost doubled ; but Schools remain at alow ebb. 
Kinemas show a fall. ‘* Electricity and Gas ’’ now includes Wireless and 
Broadcasting. 

During 1922 there were fifty-one Companies registered as Unlimited, 
of these thirty-two were registered in the first half and were duly com- 
mented upon in our July report. The nineteen registered in the second 
half were formed, mostly, to deal with landed estates, but there were a 
few financial trusts. This category also includes the Brooklands Motor 
Track and Aerodrome. . 

The millionaire companies are again sparse in the second half as, also, 
in the first half of the year, but whereas the total capitalisation of those 
of the first six months was £14,300,000 the amount in the second period 
was over five millions less. Michael Nairn and Greenwich, Limited 
(Linoleum, 20th July) £2,200,000; Crosses & Heatons Associated Mills, 
Limited (Textile, 19th August) £1,009,000; Daily Mail Trust, Limited 
(27th September) £1,600,000; Power Securities Corporation, Limited 
(6th October) £2,000,000 ; Agwi Oil Marketing Co., Limited (20th October) 
£1,000,000 ; and J. Sainsbury, Limited (Food, 10th November) £1,300,000. 
The first half of the year boasted a registration of a capital of £3! The 
lowest in the second half was a golf club with a capital of £5. A sports 


‘club requires as much as £20 and a firm of literary agents £30, while an 


electric company rises to £50. A proportionately moderate capitalisation 
of £100 is for a business of proprietors and publishers of newspapers. 








French Motoring Rules. 


The Times correspondent at Paris in a message of 8th January, says : 

The new decree, dated 31st December, codifying the rules of the road in 
France, as applied to all kinds of vehicles, has been issued, and is now in 
operation. 

One of the principal changes in the regulations is that the attention of 
offending drivers is, in future, to be called to their breach of the rules by a 
shrill whistle, with which all the forty thousand road police in France are 
to be provided. This means that offenders will be warned of their offence 
immediately, whereas they have hitherto often been summoned unexpectedly 
to appearin Court without being aware beforehand that any charge would be 
brought against them, 

Another regulation provides for a more severe test of drivers of heavy 
vehicles before licences are granted to them, and no driving licences are to 
be issued to persons under eighteen years of age. 

Motor lorries must, in future, carry a driving mirror, which will afford a 
view of traffic in the rear. An interesting exception to the rule that all 
vehicles must carry a white headlight and a red rearlight is made in favour 
of farm vehicles coming from the fields, which are required to carry merely 
@ simple torch. 
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Companies. 
London Joint City & Midland Bank Limited. 


The Directors of the London Joint City & Midland Bank Limited report 
that, full provision having been made for all bad and doubtful debts, the 
net profits for the year ended 31st December, 1922, amount to £2,253,492, 
which, with £777,253 brought forward, makes £3,030,745 for appropriation 
as follows :— 

To Interim Dividend paid 15th July last and final Dividend 
payable lst February next, for the year 1922, at the rate 
of 18 per cent. per annum less income tax 

To reserve for future contingencies 

To Bank Premises Redemption Fund 

leaving to be carried forward a balance of ‘ 

For the year 1921 the dividend was at the same rate, £750,000 was 
reserved for future contingencies, £300,000 was placed to Bank Premises 
Redemption Fund and £777,253 was carried forward. 


£1,441,778 
500,000 
300,000 
788,967 


5th January. 





Obituary. 
Mr. C. J. Mathew, K.C., M.P. 


We regret to announce that Mr. Charles James Mathew, K.C., M.P., 
died at Folkestone on Monday night after an operation. He was, says 
The Times, the second son of the late Sir J. C. Mathew, the eminent Lord 
Justice, and younger brother of Mr. Theobald Mathew, Recorder of Margate. 
Born on 24th October, 1872, he was sent to the Oratory School, Edgbaston, 
and then went to Trinity Hall, Cambridge. He was called to the Bar by 
Lincoln’s Inn in 1897. By the time he took “‘ silk ’’ in 1913 he had acquired 
a good Chancery practice, appearing especially in trade union litigation. 
Perhaps the most important case in which he appeared was Bourne and 
Another v. Keane and Others, in which the House of Lords in June, 1919 
(Lords Birkenhead, Buckmaster, Atkinson, and Parmoor, Lord Wrenbury 
dissenting), held that a bequest of personalty to be applied to masses for the 
dead is valid by the law of England, thus restoring a decision of Mr. Justice 
Eve which had been reversed by the Court of Appeal. In that case 
Mr. Mathew was led by the Hon. Frank Russell, K.C., now Mr. Justice 
Russell. 

In 1910 Mr. Mathew was returned to the London County Council as 
Progressive member for St. George’s-in-the-East, and continued to sit till 
1919, when he was elected an alderman for six years. During the war he 
was a member of the Statutory Committee on War Pensions, and chairman 
of the Special Grants Committee, and received the C.B.E. in 1917. His 
political views had been tending more and more in the direction of Labour, 
and at t he last General Election he was adopted as Labour candidate for the 
Whitechapel and St. George’s Division of Stepney, winning the seat in a 
three-cornered contest against the former Liberal member anda Conservative. 

He married in 1896 Anna, daughter of James Cassidy, of Monasterevan, 
County Kildare, and had two sons and one daughter. 


Sir Thomas Hewitt. 

Sir Thomas Hewitt, K.C., died on 8th January, at The Hoe, Lynton, aged 
eighty-five. The third son of Halford Wotton Hewitt, J.P., of Lichfield, 
he was sent to the grammar school there, and then to the high school at 
Darmstadt. Having been admitted a solicitor, he practised for some years, 
but was called to the Bar by the Inner Temple. In 1882 he was appointed 
clerk and counsel to the Commissioners of Taxes for the City of London, 
an office dating from 1692. He also had a general practice at the Bar, but 
later specialised in revenue cases, and took silk in 1899. His text-book 
on corporation duty appeared in 1892. In 1901 he became legal assessor, 
and in 1902 president of the City Chamber of Arbitration. He was knighted 
in 1904, Sir Thomas Hewitt was a keen Volunteer, and was also a good 
amateur chess-player. He founded the Westminster Chess Club, and at 
one time edited and published a little journal for chess and other games 
called Westminster Pape ra. For twenty-thre e years he was director, and 
for twenty years chairman, of the Ocean Accident and Guarantee Insurance 
Corporation. For one year he served as Mayor of Kensington, and he was 
High Sheriff of Devon in 1908. He was twice married, and leaves three 
sons and one daughter. 


Sir Johannes Lange. 
A Reuter’s message from Cape Town of 6th January says :—The death 
is announced here to-day of Sir Johannes Lange, Puisne Judge of the 


Supreme Court of the Union of South Africa, 
The Hon, Sir Johannes Henricus Lange, K.C., adds The Times, was 


appointed in 1896 a Puisne Judge of the High Court of Griqualand (now a | 
Division of the Supreme Court of South Africa), and had also been since | 


1910 Judge of Griqualand West local division. He was chairman of the 

Judicial Commission of Inquiryinto the South African Rebellion in 1914. 
The son of Frederic Henry Lange, of Uitenhage, Cape of Good Hope, 

he was born in 1852, and went to Trinity, Cambridge, where he obtained 








& third classin the Law Tripos of 1875and took the LL.B. In the following 
year he was called to the Bar by the Inner Temple and practised at the 
Bar of Griqualand West. From December, 1878, till the annexation of 
Griqualand West to Cape Colony in 1880, he was Parliamentary draftsman 
and Clerk of the Legislative Council of Griqualand West. From 1888 till 
his appointment in 1892 as Crown Prosecutor of Griqualand West he was 
member for Kimberley in the House of Assembly. He was knighted in 
i917. He married in 1885 Ellen, daughter of William Grimmer, M.D., 
District Surgeon of Kimberley. 


Sir William J. Crump. 


Sir William John Crump died suddenly on 8th January at Harrow Weald, 
aged seventy-two. He was admitted in January, 1876, and became head 
of his father’s firm of William A. Crump & Son, of Leadenhall Street, 
which has a large maritime, mercantile, and company practice. Sir William 

he was knighted in 1902—had been Master of the London Solicitors’ 
Company and was a past chairman of the National Unionist Association and 
of the Metropolitan Division of it, and was also closely associated with 
Conservative and Unionist associations in the City, North Islington, and 
Hendon. He took an active part in the movement for obtaining open 
spaces, including the Queen’s Wood, Highgate, the Alexandra Palace, and 
the Crouch End Playing Fields. He was twice Mayor of Islington, a 
member of local bodies at Hornsey, an ex-High Sheriff of Middlesex, and a 
member of the Middlesex Licensing Committee and the Territorial Force 
Association. He married Anna Maria, daughter of the late Charles Buttery, 
of Piccadilly; she died in 1921, leaving three sons and four daughters. 
One daughter is the wife of Herbert Dicksee, the painter and etcher. 


Mr. William Daggett. 

Mr. William Daggett, Solicitor, died at 7, Elmfield Gardens, Gosforth 
on Sunday, the 7thinst., at the age of sixty-six. 

The deceased gentleman, says The Newcastle Evening Chronicle, was 
admitted a solicitor in 1880. He was a grandson of the late Alderman 
Henry Ingeldew, and the eldest son of the late Mr. William Daggett, 
solicitor, of Newcastle. He was for many years, on the death of his father, 
in the old firm of Ingledew & Daggett. Afterwards he practised on his 
own account. For thirty years he was clerk to the Hostmen’s Company, 
retiring from that position at the beginning of last year owing to ill-health. 
He was also clerk to the Robson Charity. 

Although the deceased gentleman took no part in public life, but 
devoted himself entirely to private practice, he was well known and respected 
by his brother solicitors to whom his genial and kindly disposition com- 
mended itself, as well as to others. 

He married Evangeline Beatrice, the fourth daughter of the late Mr. 
William Harcus, J.P., who survives him. 

There was a family of three sons, all of whom served in the war, one 
making the supreme sacrifice. Of the other two, one is in Australia, 
and the other in South Africa. 

Some time ago Mr. Daggett underwent an operation, from which he 
never entirely recovered. 








Legal News. 
Appointment. 


Mr. Sr. Joun Gore Mickieruwarr has been appointed Recorder of 
Reading in place of the late Mr. Arthur H. Spokes. 


Business Change. 

Messrs. G. F. Hupson, Matrnews & Co. and Messrs. GooDMAN, SAUNDERS} 
Seurres & Co., both of 32, Queen Victoria-street, E.C.4, announce that 
they have, as from Ist January, 1923, amalgamated their practices, which 
will! in future be carried on under the style of “‘G. F. Hudson, Matthews, 
Goodman & Co.’’ at 32, Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C.4. 


Dissolutions. 


Epwarp Newron Fuuuer and Rosert Hucn Warrtrixcton, Solicitors 
1, Queen-square, Bath (Fuller & Whittington), 3lst day of December, 1922 


Francis Cavrcuit, Mantey and Kenyetu Joun Lowsoy, Solicitors, 
16, Bowlalley-lane, Hull (Manley & Lowson), Ist day of January, 1933. 


Hersert Woopuovse, Ernest Harotp JABEz CHAMBERS and GERALD 
Herspert Woopnouse, Solicitors, Parliament House, Parliament-street, 
Hull (Woodhouse, Chambers & Co.), 1st day of January, 1923. The said 
Herbert Woodhouse and Gerald Herbert Woodhouse will continue to practise 
at No, 8 Parliament-street, Hull, under the style of “‘ Woodhouse & Son, 
and at Bridlington under the style of ‘‘ Harland, Woodhouse & Son. 
Mr. Ernest Harold Jabez Chambers will practise on his own account at 
No, 22, S.lver-street, Hull, under the style of “‘ E. H. J. Chambers & Co. 

(Gazette, 5th January. 
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James Hatu-Wricut and Taomas Watson Waricut, Solicitors (Hall- 
Wright and Watson Wright), 271, High Street, Smethwick, 28th day of 
December, 1922. 
Tuomas Eacar, Tuomas Macponatp Eacar and Ernest Craaa, 
Solicitors, 9, Old Steyne, Brighton, Sussex and 85, Gracechurch Street 
(Thomas Eggar & Co.), 3lst day of December, 1922. The said Thomas 
Eggar and Thomas Macdonald Eggar will continue to carry on the business 
of Solicitors in partnership at 9, Old Steyne, Brighton, aforesaid, and at 
85, Gracechurch-street, London, aforesaid, under the style or firm of 
Thomas Eggar & Son, and the said Ernest Cragg will also continue to 
carry on the business of a Solicitor on his own account, at 9, Old Steyne, 
Brighton, aforesaid. (Gazette, 9th January. 


General. 


Messrs. William Hodge & Co. Ltd. announce for early publication a 
new volume in their well-known series of Notable British Trials. It will 
deal with the Trial of Mary, Queen of Scots, and will contain much 
interesting matter that up till now has been unpublished. The editor is 
Mr. A. Francis Steuart. 


Many clergymen, landowners, and members of the legal profession, 
whose interests necessitated visits to the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Fisheries on matters relating to tithe, will miss a familiar figure from the 
Tithe Branch Inquiry Room. Mr. Henry Peek Attwater, the official 
who dispensed advice there, has retired under the age limit, after forty-live 
years in the Civil Service, over forty-two of which were spent in the same 
building, No. 3, St. James’s-square, S.W. 

The Board of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce, says The Times, 
considered, on 8th January, the results of the referendum of their members, 
who by large majorities expressed opposition to the Safeguarding of 
Industries Act and the Dyestuffs Act. By twenty-two votes to three 
the Board adopted a resolution to be submitted to the Government with 
the referendum figures. In this resolution they state that, realising that 
the Safeguarding of Industries Act and the Dyestuffs Act are proving both 
injurious and irritating in their effects, they call on the Government to 
repeal these Acts at the earliest possible moment. They further suggest 
that in so far as the safeguarding of certain industries may be essential 
fornational safety, such end can best be secured by means of subsidy. 

The second report of the War Compensation Court, formerly the Defence 
of the Realm Losses Commission, has just been published, covering the 
year 16th August, 1921, to 16th August, 1922. In April, 1922, Lord 

ewart was appointed President in succession to Lord Trevethin. Lord 
Hunter acted as President in Scottish cases. The Court held during the 
year 219 sittings and determined 856 claims. They awarded lump sum 
payments amounting to £1,311,114, against claims for about £2,490,060, 
and periodical payments at the rate of £12,314 a year, against claims for 
about £13,198 a year. ‘These figures bring up the results of the Court’s 
work to the following totals :—Claims determined and reported on, 2,059 ; 
lump sum payments awarded, £2,557,792 (against claims amounting to 
about £4,464,032), and periodical payments at the rate of £51,254 a year 
(against claims for about £78,656 a year). 

Mr. R. Freeman-Coutts, 15, The Park, Mitcham, in a letter to The Times 
(10th inst.) says :—It is somewhat surprising that there should have been 
in the West of Scotland an ‘lm \st universal misinterpretation of the Rent 
Act in regard to serving a notice to quit prior to any increase of rent being 
made. There has never been, so far as I am aware, any doubt in the 
minds of lawyers in this country of the necessity of terminating a tenancy 
before increasing the rent. It is true that in many cases the formality 
of giving a notice to quit has not been observed, and claims by the tenants 
for the recovery of the increased rent paid by them have been consistently 
upheld by the courts. The suggested amending Act would presumably 
apply to England as well as to Scotland, and if it were to be retrospective, 
what would be the position in this country ? Further, Section 3 applies 
not only to rent, but to mortgage interest, and any amendment of that 
section must affect considerable numbers of mortgagees and mortgagors. 


The Council of the League of Nations will probably meet in Geneva on 
25th January, when Lord Balfour will be the principal British delegate. 
One of the chief questions for discussion is the financial reconstruction of 
Austria. The Austrian Sub-Committee is meeting in Geneva two days 
before the Council, when it will draw up the report for submission to the 
latter body. The following is the main outline of the agenda :—Minorities, 
Saar questions, Dantzig questions, financial reconstruction of Austria, 
questions between Lithuania and Poland, report of Opium Committee, 
Commission on deported wom n and children, Committee on intellectual 
co-operation, reduction of armaments, report of Commission of Inquiry 
on the Famine in Russia, Article 10 of the Covenant, financial questions, 
Commission of Inquiry in Albania, Mandates Commission, reports of 
Dr. Nansen on Russian refugees and action in the Near East in regard to 
refugees arising out of the Assembly’s recommendations, and appointments 
4nd resignations on the Secretariat. 














VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Holders should 

have a detailed valuation of their effects. Property is generally ver leodequatey 
, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM 8TORR & 80 

(LIMITED), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known chattel vaiuers and 

(established over 100 years), have a staff of expert Valuers, and will be glad 

to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, 





Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


LOTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ROTA. No. 1, EVE. ROMER. 
Monday .. Jan. 15 Mr. Bloxam Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly Mr. More 
Tuesday ...... 16 Hicks Beach Garrett More Jolly 
Wednesday .. 17 Jolly Bloxam Jolly More 
Thursday .... 18 More Hicks Beach More Jolly 
|! 19 Synge Jolly Jolly More 
Saturday .... 20 Garrett More More Jolly 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. P. O. LAWRENCE, 
Monday .. Jan.15 Mr. Garrett Mr. Synge Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Bloxam 
Tuesday ...... 16 Synge Garrett Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Wednesday .. 17 Garrett Synge Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Thursday .... 18 Synge Garrett Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Friday ...... 19 Garrett Synge Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Saturday oa Synge Garrett Bloxam Hicks Beach 


Circuits of the Judges. 
THE WINTER ASSIZES. 
Crown Office, 6th January, 1923, 
Days and places fixed for holding the Winter Assizes, 1923 :— 
SOUTH EASTERN CIRCUIT. 
(First Portion). 
Mr. Justice Coleridge. 
Thursday, 11th January, at Huntingdon. 
Saturday, 13th January, at Cambridge. 
Thursday, 18th January, at Ipswich. 
Tuesday, 23rd January, at Norwich. 
Tuesday, 30th January, at Chelmsford, 


MIDLAND CIRCUIT. 


Mr. Justice Bailhache. 
Mr. Justice Sankey. 


Saturday, 13th January, at Aylesbury. 
Wednesday, 17th January, at Bedford. 
Saturday, 20th January, at Northampton. 
Wednesday, 24th January, at Leicester. 
Monday, 29th January, at Oakham, 
Tuesday, 30th January, at Lincoln. 
Tuesday, 6th February, at Nottingham, 
Monday, 12th February, at Derby. 
Saturday, 10th March, at Warwick. 
Wednesday, 14th March, at Birmingham. 


HILARY SITTINGS, 1923, 


COURT OF APPEAL. CHANCERY Court I. 


IN AppeaL Court No. 1. Mr. Justice SARGANT, 
Thursday, 11th January.—Exparte Applica- | Until further announcement 
tions, Original Motions and Interlocutory Tuesdays ...... Chamber summonses, sht 
Appeals from the Chancery and Probate caus and pets. 
and Divorce Divisions, and, if necessary, | Wednesdays....Fur cons and non-wit list. 
Chancery Appeals. rhursdays ..... Non-wit list. 
*Vriday, 12th January.—Chancery Final Fridays........Mots and non-wit list. 


Appeals will be taken in this Court and 
continued till further notice. | 
Workmen’s Compensation _ meen will be Mr. Justice RUSSELL. 
ake fte he g ~ery ypeals. 
taken = he ‘ mano w - Except when other Business is advertised 
IN APPEAL CouRT NO. 11. : in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Thursday, 11th January.—Exparte Applica- Russell will take Actions with Witnesses 


CHANCERY Court IV. 


tions, Original Motions and Interlocutory 
Appeals from the King’s Bench Division, 
and, if necessary, Final Appeals from the 
King’s Bench Division. 
Friday, 12th January.—Final Appeals from 
the King’s Bench Division will be taken | 
and continued in this Court 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
LORD CHANCELLOR’S COURT. 
Mr. Justice EVE. 
Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 
CHANCERY CourT Y. 
Mr. Justice ROMER. 
. Chamber summonses. 
. Sht caus, pets, fur cons and 


Mondays .. 
Tuesdays . 
non-wit list 
Wednesdays. Non-wit list. 

Thursdays .....Non-wit list. 

Lancashire Business will be taken on 
Thursdays, January 25, February 8 and | 
22, and March 8 and 22. 

Fridays........Mots and non-wit list. 





Works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. [ADVT.] 





throughout the Sittings 
Applications under Trading with the 
Enemy Acts will be heard on each 
Friday afternoon. 


CHANCERY Court II. 
Mr. Justice ASTBURY. 


Mondays ...... Sitting in Chambers. 
Tuesdays ...... Companies’ (Winding Up) 
Business and non-wit list. 
Wednesdays....Fur cons and non-wit list. 
Thursdays .....Non-wit list. 
Fridays........ Mots, sht caus, pets and 


non-wit list. 


CHANCERY Court ITI. 
Mr. Justice P. O. LAWRENCE. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings 

Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will be 
taken on Mondays, January 20, February 
26, and March 19. 

Motions in Bankruptcy will be taken on 
Mondays announced in the Daily Cause 
List. 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1923. 
Notices RELATING TO THE CHANCERY Cause List. 

Mr. Justice Eve.—Except when other Business is advertised in the Daily 
Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice SarGant will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Astsury will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence.—Except when other business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout 
the Sittings. 

Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will be taken on Mondays, the 
29th January, the 26th February and the 19th March. 

Mr. Justice Russett.—On each Friday afternoon, Summonses under 
Trading with the Enemy Act will be taken. Subject thereto Actions with 
Witnesses will be heard throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Romer will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Romer will take 
Lancashire Business on Thursdays, the 25th January, the 8th and 22nd 
February and the 8th and 22nd March. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice SARGANT 
will hear Chamber Summonses on Tuesdays. Mr. Justice Astpury and 
Mr. Justice Romer will sit in Court every Monday during the Sittings 
to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be heard 
by Mr. Justice Sarcant, Mr. Justice Astpury and Mr. Justice Romer. 

Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 
in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

NOTICE WITH REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY WitNeEss Lists. 

During the Hilary Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of Witness 
Actions as follows : 

Mr. Justice Eve will take the Witness List for Eve and Romer, JJ. 

Mr. Justice P.O. Lawrence will take the Witness List for Asrsury and 
P. O. Lawrence, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Russett will take the Witness List for Sarcant and 
Russe.1, JJ. 





THE COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1923- 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY 


In re Companies (Winding up) In re 


DIVISION. British American Continental 
w . Bank ld Expte Lesserand Rosen- 
(Final List.) comes 
1922. 
In re Yates, dec Singleton v. FROM THE CHANCERY 


Povah & ors (s.o. generally DIVISION. 
June 21) (In Bankruptcy.) 
The South Eastern Ry Co & anr | In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor 
v Warr v The Petitioning Creditor & 
Attorney-General v Southport Cor- | The Official Receiver) No. 1,380 
poration of 1922 appl. from a Receiving 
Craddock Bros ld v. Hunt Order dated Dec. 14 1922 made 
Marks v Palm (security ordered) herein by Mr. Registrar Mellor 
Marconi’s Wireless Telegraph Co | ’ 


Id vy Mullard Radio Valve Co | FROM THE PROBATE AND 
Id DIVORCE DIVISION. 

In re Coal Mines Control Agreement (Final and New Trial List.) 
(Confirmation) Act 1908 The 1922. 
Lambton & Hetton Collieries | Divorce Shufflebotham v Shuffle- 


ld v Secretary of Mines Depart- 


k 
ment Board of Trade & H. M. en 


Attorney-General FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
In re Leedham White dec White | ppoRATE AND aawisaten 
v Loesch tae DIVISIONS. 
In re Kemnal & Still's Contract Inre | (Interlooutory List 
Vendor & Purchaser Act 1874 a sist.) 


In re Harrison infants In re Guar- 
dianship of Infants’ Act 1886 
Slack v Leeds Industrial Co- : 

neuaie Soc ld es : Bilsland v Rolph 
In re H G Tetley, dec Nationa] | ™_re An Arbitration between The 


Provincial & Union Bank of Duff Development Co Id and 
England v Tetley and ors the Government of Kelantan 
In re Tetley’s Settlement National (The _Crown Agents for the 

Provincial & Union Bank of Colonies garnishees) 

England v Attorney-General Judgments Reserved 
a THE KING'S BENCH 
In re Same Same v Same DIVISION. 

(Final List.) 


Bilsborough v McArthur 
The National Bank of New Zealand | Revenue In re Abergavenny 


In re Bennet Burleigh, dec May 
v Burleigh 


FROM 


ld v Lamour & ors | dee 








Neville vy H.M. Commrs ot Inland 
Revenue (c.a.v. Nov. 24) 

Revenue Neville & ors v Same 
(c.a.v. Nov. 24) 


FROM THE KING’S’ BENCH | 


DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1921. 


Revenue Bourne & Hollingsworth 

v Commrs of Inland Revenue 
1922. 

Revenue Attorney-General v 
Burns 

Embleton v Abram & Smith 

Abram & Smith v Embleton 

Aykroyd v Embleton 

Haworth v Same 

Firth v Same 

Todd v Same 

Clear & Co Id (Sellers) v Bloch 

Same v Same 

Gaunt v Polikoff 

In re Arbitration Act 1889 Sterns 
ld (Charterers) v Salterns Id 


Dominion Coal Co Id v Lord Curzon | 
before | 


Steamship Co ld (not 
Feb. 1) 

Revenue Morden Rigg & Co v 
Monk (Surveyor of Taxes) 

Revenue Attorney-General v Astor 

Commission Internationale de 
Ravitaillement v Houlder Bros 
& Co ld 

Boardman v The King 

Scott v Barclays Bank Id 

The King v Corfield 

Budgen v W J & S P Herivel 

Donald Campbell & Co Id v Pollak 
and Said 

Campbell & ors v Same 

The Crown v Vidal 

Ayscough v Sheed Thomson & Co 
ld 

Terry v Christoforides 

Nesbitt v Pollard (security ordered) 

Tudors (Northern) Id v_ British 
Railway Traffic and Electric Co 
Id (security ordered) 

Wilkes & anr v Goodwin 

Bowling v Camp 

Fairweather & Ranger v Lake, Orr 
& Co ld 

The Times Publishing Co Id v The 


British World Travel, Trade and | 


Cinematograph Expeditions Id 

Guaranty Trust Co of New York v 
Interallied Trade and Bank Corpn 
ld 

Adams v The Great Eastern Ry Co 

Knight, Frank & Rutley v Axarlis 

Rose & Frank Co v J R Crompton 
& Bros ld 

Richards v 
U.D.C. 

R Johnston & Co Id v Glasscoe 

Pitchers v Surrey County Council 

Pitchers v Surrey County Council 

Gill v Same 

Lass v Same 

Brilliant v Same 

Same v Same (s.o. until one month 
after decision in first appeal 
Pitchers v Surrey County Council) 

Nelson v Moir 

The Forth Shipbuilding & Engin- 
eering Co ld v Tonnevold 

Henry v Hanks & anr 

Jones v Kokusai Kisen Kabushiki 
Kaisha 

Dobson & Hadley 

Bradford & Sons Id v Pester 

Barclays Bank Id v Sankey & ors 

Same v Same 

Same v Same 

Rosenberg v International Banking 
Corpn 


Heston & Isleworth 


Tormod Bakkevig & Son A.S, y 
| Harris & Sharp In re Arbitration 
| Act 1889 
| How v Martin 
| Zwanenberg Id v McCallum & Sons 
Compagnia Generale de Seguros y 
Lloyd Continentale Insce Co 
Philipps v Mosdale 
North British Fishing Boat Insce 
Co ld v Starr 
| Banque Internationale de Com. 
merce de Petrograd v Goukassow 
Beck & anr v Fuhrer 
H. M. Postmaster-General v Pearce 
Same v Pearce, Pearce & Moon 
Same v Pearce & Pearce 
| In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Masters v Duveen 
In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Fisher v Duveen 
Vandam v Jones & ors 
All Russian Co-operative Soc Id 
|  v Benjamin Smith and Sons 
Wilkinson v Simpson 
Furner v Gresham Life 
Syndicate ld 
| Simpson v Zubrasky 
Watkins v Wynn 
Morrison Shipping Co id v_ The 
King 
Black & Broom v J Coppo & Co 
Berton v Alliance Economic Invest- 
ment Co Id & ors 
Hardware Distributors ld v A 
Salomon & Co 
In re an Arbitration between 
Joseph Rank Id (Buyers) and 
Dewar & Webb (Sellers) 
Keen-Hargreaves v Bentley Motors 
] 


Assce 


id 

John Woyka & Co Id v The London 
& Northern Trading Co Id 

The Western Bank Id v_ Ernest 
Beck & Co 

Wilkins v The New Saville Securities 


ld . 
Balm, Hill & Sons Id v The Convex 
Incandescent Mantle Co (1920) 


ld 
Manton v Brocklebank 


APPEALS. 
In the Indemnity Act, 1920. 
1922. 
Sharp v Secretary of State for War 
Hall Line Id v Board of Trade 


FROM THE PROBATE, 
| DIVORCE & ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY). 
(Final List). 

With Nautical Assessors. 

1922. 

Luneda—1921—Folio 580 

The Limerick Steamship Co ld v 
Lieut McClure R.N.R. 

Antonios Stathatos—1922—Folio 
245 

Hamburg Amerikanische Packet 
fahrtatien G v Owners of 38.8. 
* Antonios Stathatos’’ cargo & 
freight 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 

DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List). 
1922. 

Swiss Bank Corpn v Bohmische 
Industrial Bank (London Mer- 
chant Bank garnishees) : 

Same v Same (National Provincial 
& Union Bank of England ld 
garnishees) 

Hatry v Walbrook & Co ld 

Ambrose v The Railway Passengers 
Assce Co 
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Maatschappe voor Fondsenbezit & 
anr v Shell Transport and Trading 
Co ld & ors (The Perlak Petro- 
leum Maatschappy, Interveners) 

Fletcher & Son Id v Atkinson 

Pitt v Cooper 

Donald Campbell 
Chouthmull 


IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COM. 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 and 
1906. 

(From County Courts.) 
1922. 

Pitkin v Sanders & Foster ld (Essex 
Ilford) 

Williams v The Oakdale Navigation 
Collieries ld (Monmouthshire, 
Pontypool) 

Brindley v The Shelton Iron, Steel 
& Coal Co ld (Staffordshire, Stoke- 
on-Trent) 

Allmark v White (Cheshire, Chester) 

Jenkins v Lancasters Steam Coal 
Collieries (Monmouthshire, Aber- 
tillery) 

Bagley v The Gravesend & Milton 
Gas Light Co & ors (Kent, 
Gravesend) 

Newlan v Meredith & Shepherd ld 
(Surrey, Southwark) 

Burle v H.M. See of State for War 
(Surrey, Farnham) 

Mines v Selfe & Sons (Wiltshire, 
Trowbridge) 

Binding v The Gt Yarmouth Port 
& Haven Commrs (Norfolk, Gt 
Yarmouth) 

Golden v Swift of Coventry ld 
(Warwickshire, Coventry) 

Newton v Richards (Somerset, 
Williton) 

Dunn v Robert Gilchrist & Co 
(Monmouthshire, Newport) 

Cooper v Simpson, Roberts & Co Id 
(County Court not named) 

Fanning v Richard Evans & Co Id 
(Lancashire, Leigh) 

Burgess v Owners of Ship “‘ Angolia’’ 
(Lincolnshire, Great Grimsby) 
King v Parsons & Sons (Sussex, 

Brighton) 

Robinson v British Dyestuffs Corpn 
(Blackley) Id (Lancashire, Man- 
chester) 

Summers v Genese & Young 
(Middlesex, Clerkenwell) 

Stowell v The Ellerman Lines ld 
(Lancashire, Liverpool) 

Whyatt v Davey (Surrey, Lambeth) 

Hawkridge v The Howden Clough 
Collieries Id (Yorkshire, Dews- 
bury) 

{Standing in the ‘‘Abated’’ List.] 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
(General List.) 

1922, 

In re Yatesdec Singleton v Povah 
& ors (s.o. generally June 21) 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Divorce Moser, R O v Moser, 

M A L & Robert (s.o. June 1) 


IN BANKRUPTCY. 
1920. 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), 
No. 246 of 1917, ordered to 
“ Abated List’’ by C.A., April 
23, 1920 


& Co ld v 


1921. 


In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor 
v The Petitioning Creditor & the 
Official Receiver), No. 889 of 1921 
(on Nov. 4 1921, adjd over trial 
of action in Court of first instance) 


In re A¥Debtor (expte The Debtor 
v The Petitioning Creditor & The 
Official Receiver), No. 5 of 1921 
(on April 22 1921, adjd generally 
& remitted to Registrar) 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 

(Final and New Trial List.) 
Attorney-Gen v Bottomley 
Attorney-Gen v Bottomley 
Same v Same 
In re a Petn of Right Attorney-Gen 

v Elders & Fyffes Id (s.o. pending 
decision in House of Lords) 

In re a Petn of Right of the Atlantic 
Transport Co ld Attorney-Gen. 
v. The Company (s.o. pending 
decision in House of Lords) 

White v Beaumont 

Jenkin v Assheton (s.o. generally 
Nov. 29) 

Moore & ors v Lunn (s.o0. generally 
Oct. 16) 


IN RE THE WORKMEN'S COM. 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 and 
1906. 

(From County Court.) 

Barker v Pratten (Hampshire, 
Bournemouth) (s.o. generally 
Nov. 1) 


CHANCERY CAUSES FOR 
TRIAL OR HEARING. 
Set down to December 22nd, 

1923. ° 
Before Mr. Justice Evr. 

Retained Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Rosenblum, dec Rosenblum 
v Rosenblum (restored) pt hd 

In re Thomas Wilson, dec Walton- 
Wilson v Sample 

In re E Howard, dec Howard v 
Glasier 

In re Sturdy, dec London County 
Westminster & Parrs Bank ld v 
Incledon-Webber 

In re Leslie, dec Leslie v Leslie 
(restored) 

In re Beor, dec Beor v Beor 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 

Charles Midgley Id v Taylor’s Drug 
Co Id 

Hodgson v McCreagh 

Arnold Otto Meyer & Co v Faber 

Lewis v Demery & ors (J W Lee, 
Clmt) 

Same v Same (Demery & Barnes, 
Clmts) 

MacCallum v The Medico Psycho- 
logical Clinic Id 

Allsopp v Orchard 

General Investors & Trustees Id vy 
Balkis ld 

Edwards v New Brighton Picture 
House Co Id (restored) 

Williamson v Inrig & Cutting (s.o. 
until after inspection) 

In re James Mitchell, dec Mitchell 
& ors v Mitchell & ors 

Smith v Smith 

Leitner v Greenwood & Batley Id 

Luxardo v Public Trustee 

Simpson v White 

New York Life Insce Co v Public 

Trustee 

Small v Norman 

Earl of Eldon v Collins 

Dawson v H B & R Hawley (1920) 
Id 


Lambourne v Blay 

Morris v Conway, Stewart & Co Id 
Webb v Marsh 

Collins v Whitaker 

The Calico Printers Assoc Id v 





J Makin and Son ld 





CORPORATE TRUSTEE & EXECUTOR. 


THE 


ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


ACTS AS 
TRUSTEE of FUNDS amounting to 


£30,000,000. 








For Particulars apply to: 
Tue SroreTaky, HEAD OFFICE, ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C.3. 
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Granville-Barker v Huntley 

Duke of Northumberland v Alnwick 
Rural District Council 

Matthews v Walker 

London Electric Ry Co v Grigg 

Robson vy Munro 

Haslegrave v Macdonald 

Vivian v Phillips 

Cordes v R Addis & Son (stayed for 
security—not before Jan. 31) 

Hastie v Biddell 

Cripps v Burgess 

Gosden v Swales 

Cabrera v Middlesex Real Estates 
ld 

G W Quack Id v Cassy & Co 

Greaves v Quack 

A Alexander (Cheapside) ld vy 
Alexandre Id 

Cutch Steam Navigation Co Id vy 
Pawar 

Smith v Burland 

Dick v Duncan 

Logan v Manor Hotel (Burnham- 
on-Sea) 

Roys v Mickel 

Wright v Pocklington 

Porter v Porter 

Woodhead vy Griffiths 

Luckv Great Northern Ry Co 

Laycock v Mander 

Minerva Land, Building & Mortgage 
Co ld v Hill & Ward 

Bates v The Andover Engineering 
Co Id 

In re James Vine, dec In re Ellen 
Vine, dec Ellison v Vine 

Hunter v Prescott & Gilbart 

Wingfield v Same 

« Brisley v Vandersteen 

Brooks v Salmon 

West of England Motor Industries 
ld v Hygate & ors 

In re Davis Welby, dec Welby v 
Moulder 

Sargeant v Swain 

Hathway v W J Harris & Cold 

Simpson v Jones 


Id 

Jones, T v Jones, F J 

Isherwood v Craggs 

Phillips v Wilkin 

Rothschild v Administrator of 
Austrian Property 


Before Mr. Justice SARGANT. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Beamand v Morgan to be mentioned 
(Jan. 11) 

Haskins v Taylor 

Watt v James 





Tins Co ld v Say 


| Tierney v The Derbyshire Miners & 


{ 


} 


De Salis v Middlesex Real Estates 


Bye-Product Workers Union 

Statham v Godsell 

Roberts v Pass 

Powell v Powell 

Long v Gowlett 

toyston U D C v Royston (Yorks) 
and District Gas Co ld pt hd 
(8.0.) 

Adjourned Summonses., 

In re A Leadbetter dec Leadbetter v 
Leadbetter restored pt hd 
(s.o. to March 6, in chambers) 

In re Bessie Kate & Theodore 
Brown’s Patent and In re Patents 
and Designs Acts 

In re J T Poyser, dec Landon v Cox 
pt. hd. (s.o. to March 2) 

In re J Duffield, dec Clegg v Moor- 
wood (s.0. to Easter Sittings, 1923) 

In re Moate, dec Moate v Saunders- 
Jacob (restored) 

In re Burgess, dec Burgess v 
Burgess (to come on with fur con) 

In re Melville,dec Melville v Willis 

In re Morton, dec Bowman y 
Morton 

In reC JS Whitburn, dec Whitburn 
v Christie 

In re AS Baines, dec Anderson y 
Cresswell 

In re James Ford, dec 
Govier 

Larmour v Neagle (with witnesses) 

In re McAllum, dec Hay v McAllum 

In re T Mitchell Stephens, dec 
Public Trustee v Stone 

In re Burke, dec Owry v Burke 

Weston v Grover 

In re Chartgris, dec 
Charteris 

In re E M Catstree, dec Shorthouse 
v Brettell 

In re Donnithorne, dec 
v Donnithorne 


Govier v 


Charteris v 


Whateley 


In re R J Lawrence, dec Hole vy 
Haine 
In re G le Levre Dickson, dec 


Stilwell v Dickson 

In re J Boyd’s Will Trusts 
v Boyd 

In re R R Davis, dec Thomas vy 
Davis 

In re J Searight, dec 
Searight 

In re Gibbs, dec Elwell v Gibbs 


Boyd 


Coward yv 


In re Mounsey, dec’ Blaker v 
Mounsey 

In re J Hughes, dec Hughes v 
Hughes 


In re Hyde, dec Shaylor v Shaylor 
In re Gilbert, dec Copner v Wool- 
dridge 


| In re Gough, dec Gough v Smith 


| 


Says Patent Expander & Bung | In re J Burden’s Settlement Carlile 


v Bond 
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In re Greener, dec Greener v 
Renwick 

In re A Jones, dec Jones v Cusack- 
Smith 


Ralli v Psicha 


In re D H Shennan, dec Shennan v | 


Shennan 
In re J Wignall, dec 
Wigglesworth 
In re A B Johnson, dec 
Trustee v Johnson 
In re C Suggate, dec 
Baptist Mission 
Dunhill v Bartlett & Bickley 
In re A C Taylor, dec Luck v 
Taylor (with witnesses) 
Before Mr. Justice AsTBURY. 
Retained Matters. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Court Summons, 
Vestal Hosiery Co Id pt hd (s.0. to 
Jan. 16) 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 
Easter v Galt 
Pearce v_ Stockdale 
Jan 17) 
Davies v Jones (fixed for Jan. 24) 
Causes for Trial (without Witnesses) 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
Rowland v The Air Council (s.0. to 
fix a day) 

In re Parsons, dec Ames v Vincent 

In re Springfield, dec Springfield 
v Springfield 

In re John Hope 
Potter v Potter 

In re H 8 J Booth, dec 
Booth 

In re Sandars, dec 
Sandars 

In re Companies (C.) Act 1908 and 
In re Utility Rubber Co ld 

In re Popham, dec Popham vy 
Popham 

Marconi’s Wireless Telegraph Co 
Id v Hamilton 

In re Cummins, dec 
Cummins 

In re Dangerfield, dec 
v Lloyds Bank Id 


Public 


Roe v Strict 


(fixed for 


Potter, dec 
Syrett v 


Sandars v 


Kennedy v 


Wignall v | 





Dudbridge 


In re Russell, dec Public Trustee 
| 


v Russell 


In re Spencer, dec Trotter v Munns | 


In re Hayles, dec Millar vy Hayles 

In re John Cornelius Park, dec 
Cole v Park Park v Cole 

In re Elliott, dec Dawson v Elliott 

In re Lewis’ Will & Settlement 
Maclean v Lewis 

In re Stevens, dec 
v Scrutton 

In re Anna Maria Barnard, dec 
March v Barnard 

In re Hounsell, dec 
Hounsell 

In re Goode’s 


Public Trustee 


Hounsell v 


Settled Estates 


& In re Settled Land Acts, 1882 


to 1890 

In re Harrison, dec Mant v Harrison 

In re E Cleaton Rees, dec Lundi 
v Rees 

In re Burdett-Coutts, dec 
Ashmead Bartlett 

Poels v Lloyd 

Eley v Edmonton Manufacturing 
Co 

In re Bayly, dec 

Helps v Mayor & Corpn of Oldham 

Weinberg v Balkan Sobranie Cigar- 
ettes Id (short) 

Vizard v Flynn 

In re Dibb, dec Dibb v Phillips 

Newman v Newman Id 

Attorney-General v Ingledew (short) 

In re Joseph Hepworth, dec Green- 
wood v Hale 


Peel v 


Prowse v Guy | 


| 


| 
| 
' 





In re R Taylor, dec Taylor v Taylor 

In re Shrewsbury Estate Acts 
1843 & 1862 Countess of Shrews- 
bury v Earl of Shrewsbury 

Pocock v Bowen (short) 

In re F W Canner’s Will Trusts 
Bury v Canner 

In re Davies, dec In re Davies’ 
Settlement Kelleway v Russell 

In re Bromley, dec Smith v 
Bentley 

Hamilton v Marconi’s 
Telegraph Co Id 

In re Strong, dec Baron Ampthill 
v Jones 


Wireless 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding Up.) 
Petitions (to wind up). 

Fibre Tube & Box Board Manu- 
facturers Id (petn of J B Hunt— 

ordered on Nov.18 1919 to stand 
over generally) 

F W Berwick & Co Ld (petn of 
Sterling Metals Id—s.o. from 
Dec. 12 1922 to Jan. 16 1923) 

WS Laycock Id (petn of Bagshaws 
and Co ld & anr—ordered on 
June 20 1922 to stand over 
generally) 

Banque Industrielle de Chine (petn 
of the Company—s.o. from Oct. 
17, 1922 to Jan 16, 1923) 

G Castle & Co ld (petn of Dormeuil 
Freres—s.o. from Oct 17, 1922 
to first Petn day in Easter 
Sittings, 1923) 

Fenton Textile Assoc ld (petn of 
Edward Lipman—ordered on 
July 25, 1922 to s.o. generally) 

Pacific Marine Insce Co (petn of 
Canton Insce Office ld—s.o. 
from Dec 5, 1922 to first Petn 
day in Easter Sittings, 1923) 

London Steamship & Trading Corpn 
ld (petn of D L Flack & Son 
s.o. from Dec 19, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

Calloose Tin Mines & Alluvials ld 
(petn of H E Thatcher (with 
witnesses)—s.o. from July 25, 
1922) (retained by Mr. Justice 
Astbury) 

British & Foreign Commercial Co 
ld (petn of V G Allatini & anr— 
s.o. from July 25, 1922) (retained 
by Mr. Justice Astbury) 

Wynnfield Shipping Co ld (petn of 
Agence Maritime Henri Dumont 
—ordered on July 25, 1922, to 
8.0. generally) 

Fuller’s United Electric Works Id 
(petn of W 8S Caines Id—s.o. 
from Oct 17, 1922 to Jan. 16, 
1923) 

Zenith Motors ld (petn of Etablisse- 
ments Hutchinson—s.o. from 
Dec 12, 1922 to March 20, 1923) 

A.B.C, Motors (1920) Id (petn of 
the Regent Carriage Co ld—s.o. 
from Nov 14, 1922 to Feb 13, 
1923) 

Trinidad Western Oilfields ld (petn 
of Isabella Mary Aarons—s.o. 
from Dec 5, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

British Margarine Trades Supplies 
ld (petn of British Thomson- 
Houston Co ld—s.o. from Dee 19, 
1922 to Jan 30, 1923) 

Canute Steam Trawling Co ld 
(petn of Grimsby Engineering 
Co ld—s.o, from Dee 12, 1922 
to Jan 16, 1923) 

Empire Cinema (Long Eaton) Id 
(petn of Fox Film Co ld—s.o. 
from Dec 19, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 





Sheffield Steel Products ld (petn 
of Hemmings & Co ld, in liquida- 
tion—s.o. from Oct 31, 1922 to 
Jan 16, 1923) 

Lillywhite Frowds (Haymarket) ld 
(petn of Arthur Toombes & Co 

s.o. from Nov 28, 1922 to Jan 
16, 1923) 

F © Proprietary ld (petn of FJ A 
Wildey-Wright—s.o. from Dec 
12, 1922 to Jan 16, 1923) 

Mayfair ld (petn of Ward & Foxlow 
—s.o. from Dec 12, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

Convoys ld (petn of Ryley & Co— 
s.o. from Nov 14, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

Blane & Co Id (petn of The Anglo- 
European Steamship Co Id—s.o. 
from Nov 14, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

Smith’s Anti-Mud Splash Guard 
ld (petn of R F Glennie & anr— 
s.o. from Dec 19, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

Standard Electric Sign Co Id (petn 
of H J Davis—s.o. from Dec 19, 
1922 to Jan 16, 1923) 

Stevens, Horlock & Co Id (petn of 
J Young ld—s.o. from Dec 19, 
1922 to Jan 16, 1923) 

Harrow Road Picture Theatre Co ld 
(petn of Phillips Film Co ld— 
s.o. from Dee 19, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) e 

J Richards & Co ld (petn of Alder 
Fils & Co—s.o. from Dee 5, 1922 
to Jan 23, 1923) 

Modern Electrical Supply Co ld 
(petn of General Electric Co ld— 
s.o. from Dec 12, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

Ospen & Williams ld (petn of 
Blundell Spence & Co. ld—s.o. 
from Dec 19, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

M Jalon & Son Id (petn of R B 
Rabinovitch—s.o. from Dec 19, 
1922 to Jan 16, 1923) 

Clan Hat Co ld (petn of Debenhams 
ld—s.o. from Dec 19, 1922 to 
Jan 16, 1923) 

J H Miller Id (petn of The Vernier 
Manufacturing Co—s.o. from Dec 
19, 1922 to Jan 16, 1923) 

British Coal, Transport & Haulage 
Co Id (petn of G. W Whiteman) 

A Joseph & Co Id (petn of the 
Company) 

Seay Syndicate ld (petn of Marks & 
Clerk) 

Preston Hull & o Cld (petn of 
C P Preston & Co Id by the 
Official Receiver and Provisional 
Liquidator thereof) 

Maison de Paris ld (petn of the 
Mayor, Aldermen & Councillors 
of the City of Westminster) 

Universal Mining and Enterprises ld 
(petn of the Continuous Reaction 
Co Id) 

John Fenton & Sons ld (petn of 
J Cohen & Son Co Incorporated) 

Anglo-Baltic Shipbuilding & En- 
gineering Co Id (petn of 8 
Instone & Co Id) 

John Y Gaukroger Id (petn of 
Krower & Tynberg) (Manchester 
District Registry) 

Rays Stores ld (petn of 8 Glazer) 

Black Sea Commercial Co ld (petn 
of the Kelly Trading Co Id by 
the Liquidator thereof) 

Maastricht Zinc White Co ld (petn 
of His Majesty’s Attorney- 
General) 

Milton Manufacturing Co ld (petn 
of H Page-Croft) 


Folding Boats ld (petn of T U 

ell) 

Whiting Id (petn of the 8 R O Ball 
Bearing Co) 

French Paperstock Co Id (petn of 
Co-operative Vereeniging Stroo- 
cartonfabriek ‘‘ De Toekomst ”’) 

Isleworth Rubber Co Id (petn of the 
Company) 

Polygon Manufacturing Co ld (petn 
of A B Leslie-Melville) 

M J Calderon Id (petn of Societe 
Generale pour favoriser le 
Developpement du Commerce et 
de I’Industrie en France) 

Perfect Shoe Co Id (petn of Nutt & 
Rice Id) 

Chancery Petitions. 

Kafue Copper Development Co ld 
& reduced (to confirm reduction 
of capital—ordered on Mar. 14, 
1922 to stand over generally) 

W J Douglas & Partners Id & 
reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital—ordered on Oct. 24, 
1922 to stand over generally) 

Fellows, Morton & Clayton ld & 
reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital) 

United Lankat Plantations Co ld 
& reduced (same) 

Associated Gold Mines of Western 
Australia ld & reduced (same) 
Land & Mortgage Co of Egypt ld 

& reduced (same) 

Tanfield Steamship Co ld & reduced 
(same) 

British Bye-Products Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

Sly, Dibble & Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

Lund Bros Id & reduced (same) 

Sutton Steam Trawling Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

Phoenix Chemical Co ld & reduced 
(same) 

John Greenish & Sons Id & reduced 
(same) 

Lune Valley Engineering Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

Alabaster, Passmore & Sons ld & 
reduced (same) 

Adams & Beemans ld & reduced 
(same) 

Votty & Bowydd Slate Quarries 
Co ld & reduced (same) 

John Williamson & Sons ld and 
reduced (same) 

Martinsyde Id (to sanction Scheme 
of Arrangement—ordered on July 
26 1921 to stand over generally) 

Westminster Engineering Co ld (to 
confirm re-organisation of capital 
and sanction Scheme of Arrange- 
ment—s.o. from Noy. 28, 1922 

to Jan. 16, 1923) 

Kalgoorlie Electric Power and 
Lighting Corpn ld & reduced (to 
sanction Scheme of Arrangement 
and confirm reduction of capital) 

Wm Fison & Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

Caxton Insce Co Id (to confirm 
alteration of objects—ordered on 
March 15, 1921 to stand over 
generally) 

Jewish Colonial Trust (Juedische 
Colonialbank) Id (to confirm 
alteration of objects—s.o. from 
Nov. 21, 1922 to Jan. 16, 1923) 

Universal Automobile Insce Co Id 
(to confirm alteration of objects) 

Pulsometer Engineering Co Id (same) 

Halesowen Cycle & Perambulator 
Co Id (same) 

Rishworth, Ingleby & Lofthouse ld 
(to confirm alteration of memor- 
andum of association and re- 





organisation of capital) 
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Public Service Corpn of Mexico ld 
(to restore name to Register) 


Companies (Winding up). 
Motions. 

Angel Steamship Co Id (ordered on 
April 13, 1920, to stand over 
generally) 

John Dawson & Co (Newcastle- 
on-Tyne) ld (stand over generally 
by. consent) 

S$ Jacobs & Co ld (ordered on 
March 15, 1921 to stand over 
generally) 

H C Motor Co Id (ordered on July 5, 
1921 to stand over generally) 

Vestal Hosiery Co Id (pt hd—s.o. 
from Dec. 5, 1922 to Jan 16, 
1923) 

Vestal Hosiery Co ld 

Carton Id (c.a.v.) 

J Brooks Taylor & Co Id 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Companies (Winding up). 
Vanden Plas (England) ld (on proof 
of Fiat Motors ld—with witnesses 
—parties to apply to fix day for 
hearing—retained by Mr. Justice 

Astbury) 

Fairbanks Gold Mining Co ld 
(ordered on July 26, 1921 to stand 
over generally) 

Blisland (Cornwall) China Clay Co 
Id (ordered on Dec 6, 1921 to 
stand over generally) 

Brangwin Clark & Co Id (ordered 
on June 13 1922 to stand over 
generally—pt hd) 

British American Continental Bank 
ld (ordered on Nov. 7, 1922 to 
stand over generally) 

James Keiller & Son (Germany) Id 
(ordered on Dec 12, 1922 to stand 
over generally) 


United Small Arms Id (with 
witnesses) 

Charles & Thomas Harris & Co Id 
(pt hd) 


Gardiner Shipbuilding & Engineer- 
ing Co Id—with witnesses 
ordered on Dec 20, 1922 to stand 
over generally—retained by Mr. 
Justice P. O. Lawrence) 

W Bolus & Co ld (with witnesses 
ordered on Dec 20, 1922 to stand 
over generally—retained by Mr. 
Justice P. O. Lawrence) 

British Roofing Co Id (s.o. from 
Dec 20, 1922 to Jan 16, 1923 
to be mentioned—retained by 
Mr Justice P O Lawrence) 

Avon Malleable Iron Foundry Id 

Estates Investment Trust of 
Dominica ld 

Capital & Counties Insce Co Id 


Chancery Division. 

French South African Development 
Cold Partridge v French South 
African Development Co ld (on 
preliminary point—ordered on 
April 2, 1914 to stand over 
generally pending trial of action 
in King's Bench Division) 

Before Mr. Justice P. O. LAWRENCE. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions. 

London Fenfale Guardian Soc Incor- 


porated v Jager 
Bloom v Blum & Blooms Id 





Adjourned Summonses. 

In re S Plant, dec Harrison v 
Plant 

In re E Turner, dec Valpy, Peckham 
& Co v Smith (with witnesses) 

In re [ Bairstow, dec Bairstow v 
Hesselden 

In re 8 Berry, dec Hern v Berry 

In re Welsh Hospital (Netley) Fund 
1914 to 1919 Thomas v Attorne ;- 
Gen 

Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 

Rodney v Theeman 

Atkin v Rose 

Rogers v Karno 

Gunter v Jacobson (restored) to be 
mentioned Jan 11 

Sergeant v Kelly (s.o. for com- 
mission) 

Dolan v Granville Mining Co ld & 
anr (s.o. return of commission) 
East India Ry Co v Secretary of 
State in Council of India (s.o. for 

day to be fixed) 

In re J G Tufford’s Patents & In re 
Letters Patent Nos. 100731 & 
102628 (s.o. for date to be fixed) 

Rowland v The Air Council (s.o. 
until points of law disposed of) 

Trustee of G E Zeyen v Poliakoff 

British Red Cross Soc v The King 
(s.o. for day to be fixed) 

Weston v Marlow 

The Rialto Cinemas Id v Clavering 

Flatt v Marchants Id 

Windsor v Kendall 

Trustee of Mildred Goyeneche & Co 
bankrupts v_ British Ensign 
Motors Id 

In re J Bennett, dec Hill v Nadin 

Gregory v Egan 

In re L Rosenblum 
Rosen blaum 

Ellis & Sons Id v Pogson 

Wilson v Haddon 

In re The Companies (C.) Act 1908 
and In re United Small Arms Id 
(with witnesses) 

Walton v Cart 

Croy & ors v Davies 

Wills v May 

Henley-on-Thames Sailing Club ld 
v Cohen 

Newcombe Estates Co ld v Hake 

Palm v Cohen 

In re Daniel Emil Erickson Letters 
Patent 

Haste v Sharp 

Bender v Rose (not before March 31) 

W Mellroy ld v Clements 

Thompson v Raw ‘ 

In re D Davies, dec Davies v 
Davies 

Brooksbank ld v Peel Bros & Co Id 

Smith, W H v Smith, H B 

Still v Jones 

Taylor v Standard Investment 
Trustee and Agency Co ld 

J Sears & Co (True Form Boot Co) 
ld v Greey 

Stevens v Jones 

Broomfield v Knibbs 

Tyldesley Urban District Council v 
Tyldesley Coal Co Id 

Leeds City Brewery ld v Platts 

Jones v Bridgend Aberthaw Lime 
Works ld 

Worthington & Co Id v Linell 

Carpenter v Lurus ld 

Mayor Aldermen & Burgesses of 
South Shields v Harton Coal 
Co Id 


Freud y 








THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT? 
FORGET THE OLaImMs OF THE MippLEesxex Hospital, 


WHICH Is URGENWLY Is NEED OF Fuups ror rrs Humane WoRE. 





Before Mr. Justice RussELt. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions. 

Vade Walpole v Sims 
Ware v Anglo-Italian &c. Co 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Capper Brooke Brooke vy 
Dickson pt hd 
In re Malet’s Settlement Malet v 
Autoniadi 


In re Hammeltenburg Beatty v 
London Spiritualistic Alliance 
Further Consideration. 

In re Chesterman Trusts Mott v 


Browning 
Applications under the Trading 
with the Enemy Acts, 1914 to 
1916, 
In re British Incandescent Mantle 
Works 
In re Deutsche Bank (London 
Agency) (Claim of M V Brant) 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
Keonigsblatt v Sweet (fixed for 
Feb 5) 
In re Smith, dec Thomas v Stock 
King v The Ladies Lyceum Club 
ld 
Cassap v Lake Orr & Co Id 
Jones v Etablissements Hutchin- 
son 
Hale v Coombes 
Sorrell v Smith (not before Jan 30) 
Denton v Denton (not beforg 
Feb 12) 
Hale v Coombes 
Shekles v Farley 
In re W H Nunn, dec Mumford y 
Nunn 
Wolley v. Hovell 
Dautrebande v Slough Depot (fixed 
for Feb 3) 
Harris v Morris 
In re Peck’s Settlement Peck v 
Hamilton 
Ward v Ramshaw 
Taylor v Ostrer 
Micks v Foster 
Rider v Ford 
In re C Allen, dec Allen v Allen 
Havana Cigar & Tobacco Factories 
Id vy Oddenino 
Jennings v Bastian 
Barker v Collingwood 
Cummings v Boyd 
Ashby v Financial Mart & Exchange 
ld 
Ellerman v Lillywhite Frowds (Hay- 
market) Id 
Vallance v Gordon 
Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
Hargrave v Nettleship 
South Eastern Ry Co v Cooper 
Pinoli ld v Trube 
Daubeny v Noblett 
Miles v Sykes 
Wood v Aircraft Manufacturing Co 
Id 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Wakley, dee Wade v Wakley 
In re Wakeley, dec Mosley, Flowers 
& Co v Tomlinson 
Tate v Thomas 
In re E W Campbell, dec Commer- 
cial Bank of Scotland v Campbell 
In re Johns,dec Johns v Benington 
Parish Council 
In re Blake’s Settled Estates and 
In re Settled Land Acts 1882 to 
1890 
In re Wm H Smith, dee Gwatkin 
v Smith 
In re Satterley , dec Wedlake v 
Mercantile Marine Service Assoc 
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In re Higgs, dec Vinson v Higgs 

In re Rev R Gibbings, dec Lewis v 
Bishop of St Asaph 

In re F Sheard, dec Sheard v Public 
Trustee 

In re Thomas Bell, dec Dickinson 
v Heppell 

In re Wm C Roberts, dec Roberts 
v Roberts 

In re M M Jameson, dec Blount v 
Jameson 

In re an Arbitration 
J I Craig and H Perrin 

In re Jane Owen, dec Phillips v 
Williams 

In re Dyer & Wintle ld Cork v The 
Company 

In re W G Adams, dec Eardley v 
Chambers 

In re G Lockley, dec 


between 


Handley v 


Lockley 

In re T Smith, dec Angell v 
Pritchett 

In re Hall’s Trusts Lawson v 


Hall 

In re Emma King, dec Kerr y 
Bradley 

In re Dowager Countess of Rosse, 
dec Parsons v Rosse 

In re Eliza A Hinds, dec Spofforth 
v Tebbit 

In re Humphreys, dec Blakeway v 
Humphreys 

In re W Williams, dec Williams 
v The London Joint City & 
Midland Bank ld 

In re B Kemp, dec 
Kemp 

In re R B Thomas, dec Thomas v 
Thomas 

In re Hepworth, dec 
Arthur 

In re Earl of Londesborough, dec 
Spicer v Earl of Londesborough 

In re Sir T Barclay, dec Barclay v 
Scatliff 

In re T Turner, dec 
Turner 

In re Martha Manning, dec Gouch 
v Manning 

In re Victoria Milton, dec Landon 
v Milton 

In re Higson, dee Griffith v Priddle 


Kemp v 


Arthur v 


Hillyer v 


In re R Penna, dec Lawrey v 
Knowles 

In re E Lanceley, dec Baker v 
Lanceley 


In re Baroness Guden, dec Brewis 
v Lafont 

In reJ J H Gebhardt, dec Henson 
v Truman 

In re Helen Prevost, dec Gascoigne 
v Nugent 

In re Rickard, dec 
Rickard (restored) 

In re W Wolfen, dec 
Trustee v Kirkham 

In re C A Ferard, dec 


Blakey v 
Public 


Ferard v 


Ferard 

In re W I Wilson, dec Argles v 
Wilson 

In re Adams, dec Adams v 
Adams 


In re Bulpett’s Settled Estates 
and In re The Settled Land 
Acts 

In re Taylor's Drug Co ld & In 
re Trade Marks, Nos, 415,343 
& 415,344 

In re J Fowler, dec 
Fowler 

In re Londsale’s Will Trust Musker 
v Lonsdale 

In re J Andrew, dec 
Andrew 

Inre Lucy J M Bourke, dec Ponsonby 
v Gore 

In re R Williams, dec Williams v 
Williams 


Andrews v 


Andrew v 
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APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting in 
Bankruptcy, pending 31st December, 1922. 

In re a Debtor (No. 19 of 1915) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditorand The Official Recei ver (Devonshire, Plymouth and Stonehouse) 
(on Dec. 15, 1919, this appl was ordered to stand over with liberty to 
restore) 

In re a Debtor (No. 13 of 1922) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and The Official Receiver (Yorkshire, Scarborough) (on Dec. 13, 
1922, ordered to s.o. generally with liberty to apply) 

In the Matter of a Bankruptcy Notice (No 32 of 1922) Expte The Debtor 
v The Judgment Creditors (Dorsetshire & Hampshire, Poole & Bourne- 
mouth) (on Dec. 13, 1922, ordered to s.o. till pending sumns finally 


In re G N Osborne (trading as J Bannister and Co) Expte A Wilmot, the 
Trustee v Mrs Harriette Emma Osborne (ordered to s.o. on Feb. 13, 
1922) 

In re a Debtor Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning Creditor appln to 
transfer proceedings from the County Court of Wiltshire (Salisbury) to the 
High Court of Justice in Bankruptcy (s.o. until appl disposed of) 

In re 8 Hirsch Expte The Debtor appln to transfer proceedings from the 
County Court of Oxfordshire (Oxford) to the High Court of Justice in 
Bankruptcy (to be heard before the Judge on Jan. 11, 1923, at 10.15) 

In re Sir C G Lampson, Bart. appln to transfer = roceedings from the 
County Court of Hertfordshire (St Albans) to the High Court of Justice 
in Bankruptcy (to be heard before the Judge on Jan. 11, 1923, at 10.15) 


In re W R Fasey (trading as A Fasey & Son) Expte M C Spencer & W 0 


disposed of) 


In the Matter of a Bankruptcy Notice (No 16 of 1922) 
v The Judgment Creditor (Wiltshire, Salisbury) (on Dec. 13, 1922, adjd 


to Feb. 21, 1923) 
In re a Debtor (No. 16 of 1922 


In re The Debtors (No. 64 of 1922) 
(Leicestershire, Leicester) 


Motions and Applications in Bankruptcy for hearing before the Judge, 
pending 3lst December, 1922 

Expte Ditta Stefano Peschiera v S Pears the 

Trustee & the Debtors (pt hd before P O Lawrence, J, on July 10, 1922, and 


In re Giunipero & Co 


then ordered to stand over generally) 


HILARY SITTINGS, 1923. 


CROWN PAPER. 
For Hearing. 

Pickett & ors v Secretary of State for War 

Bailey v Dommett 

East Pool & Agar ld v Assessment Committee of Redruth 
Union and Overseers of Parish of Illogan 

Beith v Gerrard 

Creighton Construction Co ld v Tiernay (the younger) 

I on County Council v Gainsborough 

‘The King v Short Esq «& ors Jj 

The King v Same 

Ryall v Hart 

Bullivant v Theobald 

Redwood v Jones 

The King v Markham Esq & ors Jj of Derbyshire 

Bourne v Stock 

Taylor v Elder 

Butler v Cottrill 

Modern Houses bi F Shewall Cooper 

The King v Upson bag « ors, Jj &e. 

Kefford v Bedfordshire ( ounty Council 

CIVIL Paren. 
For Argument. 

Heury Franc & Lauder v Frank Smith & Co 

American Trading Co v Hardie Mi'roy & Co Id 

Same v Bloch & Klein 

Appleby v James (Lambeth County Court) 

In the Matter of the Companies (Consolidation) Act 1008 and 
In the Matter of the Louvre (London) ki, The Official 
Receiver of the Court Applict. v. Gersgom and anr 

mdents (Edmonton County Court) 

France v Lucas (Dewsbury County Court) 

Hoy v Polikoff (Official Referee) 

Longbottom id v Bass, Walker & Co (Official Referee) 

Greene v Stevenson (West London County Court) 

Stuart Burns & Co v Navy, Army & Air Force Institutes 

Leberman v Linder & ors (Whitechapel County Court) 

Assoc. of Female Nurses v Robertson (Bloomsbury County 
Court) 

Same v Glynn (Same) 

Michael & anr v Phillips ap ey County Court) 

Edell & anr v Dulien & anr (Master Jelf) 

Stagles v Blackwell (Clerkenwell County Court) 


Burrows & Richards v Robinson (Mayors & City of London | 
| 


Court) 
Cole v Wallis (Official Referee) 
Karly v Drummond «& anr (Hertford County Court) 
Creamer v Mitchell (Watford County Court) 
Ellis v Baker (Edmonton County Court) 
— v Coomber Bros (Marylebone County Court) 
Phillips 
County Court) 
Johnson v Knight (Master Jelf) 
Clements v Pilbrow (Marylebone County Court) 
(rant v Harvey & ors (Croydon County Court) 
Close v Cornish (Clerkenwell County Court) 
Wray v Harley & Co (Westminster County Court) 
Harrods Id v Stanton (Winston Clmt) (Master Jelf) 
Walsh v Wechsler (Clerkenwell County Court) 
Bennett v H H Poole & Co Id (Mayors & City of London 
Court) 
8 Paley M Liber & Cold v Vahaboff Bros 
Mellows v Low & ors (Croydon County Court) 
Joslin v Burton (Mayors & City of London Court) 
Barraclough v Taylor (Halifax County Court) 
Roberts v Collyer (Kidderminster County Court) 
Calvert v Commin 
Harcourt v Leahy (Bloomsbury County Court) 
Raven v Harcourt (Same) 
Harcourt v Guillemot (Same) 
Bailey v Proprietors of Hays Wharf Id (Mayors & City of 
London Court) 
Crane v Cox (West London County Court) 
Perry v British General Insce Co ld 


Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditor and The Official Receiver (Essex, Colchester) 

In the Matter of a Bankruptcy Notice (No. 7 of 1922) Expte The Debtor v 
The Judgment Creditors (Monmouthshire, Tredegar) 

Expte The Petitioning Creditors 





v Britannia Hygienic Laundry Co ld (Lambeth | 


Expte The Debtor 
In re Clito Portella 


Oakes, the Trustees v Anthony Fasey & Son Id 
Expte N J Hutchinson v A O Miles, the Trustee 


In re Clito Portella Expte R 8S Shuckburgh and N J Hutchinson v A 0 


Miles, the Trustee 


In re JA Wormald Expte I M Henderson, the Trustee v A F Bargate 

In re D Dombrowski (trading as Davies Lazarus & Co) Expte A G White, 
the Trustee v Davies Lazarus & Co ld (in liquidation), W G Elsmore and 
F Shaw (Receivers for holders of certain Debentures) & The Official 
Receiverin Companies Liquidation, the Liquidator of the said Company 

InreG V Deakin Expte FS Salaman, the Trustee v M M Deakin, G Vicars. 
Gaskell and F A Padmore 

In re Kirkpatrick (No 761 of 1921) 

In reM Kaufman Expte W Nicholson, the Trustee v David Gottlieb 


Expte Lofthouse Colliery ld 








Winding-up Notices. 


London Assoc of Depositors in Farrows Bank Id & ors v 
Eayres & anr (Edmonton & Wood Green County Court) 

Marshall v Plumpton (Barnsley © ‘ounty Court) 

Barker v English Estates Assoc ld (Ramagate County Court) 


Jones Bros (Holloway) ld v Woodhouse (Clerkenwell County { 


Court) 

Jager v Russin (Master Jelf) 

Felce v Hill (Wandsworth County Court) 

Ord v Ord (Darlington County Court) 

In re Manchester & Liverpool Trading Co Id (in voluntary 
liquidation) and In re a motion by the Liquidator against 
The Lancashire & Yorkshire Bank Id (Liverpool County 
Court) 

Brewer v Jacobs (Clerkenwell County Court) 

(range & Co v Seaton & Co (Evett & anr Cimts) 

Bowes v Quinnell (West London County Court) 

Griffiths & ors v Thomas & anr (Aberavon County Court) 


SPECIAL CASE UNDER SEC. 19 OF THE ARBITRATION ACT, 
1889. 


Ministry of Food v E D Sassoon & Co Id 
SPECIAL PAPER. 
Amis Swain & ors v Royal Wheat Commission 
Droulias v Christides 
James Blackledge & Sons Id v Liverpool London & Globe 
Insce Co ld 
Same v Same 
W Weddel & Co ld v Board of Trade 
Marchese & Co v Les Pils Charvet 
Same v Same 
Chadwick Weir & Co ld v Louis Dreyfus & Co 
Thomas v McGillicuddy & Wife 
Same v Same 
E Hardy & Co (London) Id v Hillerns & Fowler 
Henry Booth & Sons v Commercial Union Asgce Co Id 
Australian Wheat Board v Brit. India Stean’ Navigation Co 
d 
Commrs of Church Temporalities in Wales v Gustard & anr 
lfaylor & Co v Ofverberg & Co 
REVENUE PAPER. 
English Information. 
Attorney-General and Moses Shepherd 
Cases Stated. 


The Plymouth Mutual Co-operative and Industrial Soc Id | 


and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Mark Bromet and James Reith (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Reinachs, Nephew & Co and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Engineering Id 


The Union Cold Storage Co ld and W Jones (H.M. Inspector | 


of Taxes 


) 
British Dyestuffs Corpn (Blackley) ld and The Commrs of | 


Inland Revenue 

Ellen Murray (formerly Ellen Harwood) and The Commrs 
of Inland Revenue 

Che Commrs of Inland Revenue and George Burrell 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue and William Burrell 

Executors of the Will of the late Edward Asher Cohan and 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue 


| Henry A Lane & Co Id and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
The Commrs of Inland Kevenue and The Birmingham 


Theatre Royal Estate Co Id 


| The Commrs of Inland Revenue and The Westleigh Estates 


Co ld 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Huggins & Co ld 
Gloucester Railway & Wagon Co ld and The Commrs of 
Inland Revenue 


W J Kecott (Inspector of Taxes) and Aramayo Francke | 


Mines Id (in liquidation) 
Avelino Aramayo & Co and W Ogston (Surveyor of Taxes) 


Petition under Finance Act, 1894. 


In the Matter of the Estate of Sir Tatton Benvenuto Mark | 


Sykes Bt dec 
Death Duties— Showing Cause. 
In the Matter of Arthur George Earl of Wilton dec 
In the Matter of John William Atkinson dec 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANOERY. 


| 

| 

| 

| 

| CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE 
LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED ON OR BEFORE 
THE DATE MENTIONED. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, January 5. 


THE CENTRAL PictuRE House (GREAT YARMOUTH) LTD. 

Feb. 3. Harry O. Bennett, 5, Opie-st., Norwich. 
| J. D. } & Co. Lp. Jan. 31. Bernardo T. Crew, 

4, Dove-court, Old J 

TOWN PROPERTIES DEVELOPMENT Co. Lrp. Jan. 24. Harold 
J. Colebrook, 12, Norfolk-st., Strand. 

LOMBARD, Kine & Co. Lrp. Jan. 29. Henry Steele, 
38, Lloyd-st., Manchester. 

British Lion FruMs Lip. Jan. 24. Arthur F. Sharp, 
23 and 24, Imperial-bidgs. , Ludgate-circus, E.C.4. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, January 9. 


SILLOTH STEAMSHIP Co. Lrp. Jan. 24. John H. Hort, 206 
Stanley-rd., Bootle, Liverpool. 
PROVINCIAL Assets Co. Lap. ” 14. A. C. Sharpe, Market 
Placechmbrs., Huddersfield 
ASHBY, GrHL & Co. Lrp. Feb. 15. Robert E. Gisburne, 
29 & 30, Broad-street-ave., E.C.2 
THE YORKSHIRE TWILIGHT SLEEP NURSING Home Ltd, 
Feb. 3. Oliver G. Taylor, Judges-ct., Coney-st., York. 
| Foremnes Lrp. Feb. 20. Walter Boniface, 10, Serjeants’- -inn, 
March 10. 


LIVERPOOL MORTGAGE INSURANCE Co. LTD. 
Benjamin Cookson, 6, Castle-st., Liverpool. 
LIVERPOOL “ AVON” STEAMSHIP Co. Lrp. Jan. 20. Frank 

Turner, 31, James-st., Liverpool. 





Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 


London Gazette._-F R1DA¥Y, January 5. 
The Marine & Industrial Orient House Ltd. 
Trust Ltd. > Clark, Hoy & (o. 
The Louisiana and Southern 
States Real Estate and North “Walton Motor Co. Ltd. 
Mo Co. Ltd. The Picture House (Tedding- 
| Alexander Ross & Co. Ltd. ton) Ltd. 
North Road Motor Co. Ltd. Lacey & Davies Ltd. 
Baiss Brothers & Co. Ltd. Alliance Film Corporatic® 
| J. H. Houchin Ltd. Ltd. 
Keele Park Race Course Ltd. T. D. Redhead Ltd. 
| Eraligool Co. Ltd. Daniel Hewings Ltd. 
| Arthur Meyer & Co. Ltd. Central Picture House (Great 
Spicer Brothers (Africa) Ltd. Yarmouth) Ltd. 
Servian Mining Concessions Provincial Assets Co. Ltd. 
Ltd. The Newark Skating Rink 
B. Langford & Co. Ltd. Ltd 


The British Patent Shovel Co. William D Dyson & Co. Ltd. 
td. ubs 

Ore Trading Co. Ltd. The Morrell Export Co. Ltd. 

Associated Exhibitors Film Golden Vale Dairy Society 
Co. Ltd Ltd. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, January 9. 


Forgings Ltd. A. E. Crook Ltd. 

Ashby, Gihl & Co. Ltd. Beacon Collieries Ltd. 
Birch, Tor & Vitifer Ltd. E. Randles & Co. Ltd 

St. Annes Engineering Works Weinevte Manufacturing Co- 


Ltd 
| waitton Manufacturing Co. Wells (Bradford) Ltd. 
Ltd. J. Lawley & Co. Ltd. 
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The LR, District Steam John Johnson Malvern Ltd. 
Laundry 7 








Amended Notice substituted for that published in the Mote, James J., Bedlington Station, Northumberland. 


Maude’s Hotel Ltd n Gazette of Jan. 2, 1923. Builder. Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. 
— Howe Syndicate Liverpool Mortgage Insurance Birmingham. Pet. Dec. 7. Ord. Dec. 29. Sheffield. Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. 
Ltd MOUNTFORD, GEORGE E., _ ony, Baker. New- 
London Gazette. —TURSDAY, January 9. town, Pet. Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. 


oun ineering Co. Ltd. Marny’s Ltd. 
Newman's Ltd. The Household Stores 
Association Ltd. 


NORRIS, ALFRED, Moorgate Station-chabe. High Court, 
ANDREW, F. A. W., Eastbourne. High Court. Pet. Nov. 30. Pet. Dec. 1. Ord. Jan. 3. 








| 
| 
Rims British Furniture Ltd. | HOLLIS, ERNEST P., Wylde Green, Warwick, Wood-worker. Moopy, ARTHUR, Conisboro’, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper, 

| pe 

| 

} 

| 

| 

| 


Ord. Jan. 5. PALMER, EDWARD H., Battersea, Mason. Wandsworth. 
ANTHONY, WILLIAM, “oe Draper. Carmarthen. Pet. Oct. 14. Ord. Jan. 4. 
e Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan PaRR, GEORGE C., Wood Green, Confectioner. Edmonton. 
Bankru tc Notices | BEAULAH, WILLIAM, Sheet, Wholesale Grocer. Sheffield. | Pet. Nov. 30. Ord. Jan. 3. 
p y . | Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan PARRY, GEORGE, Clapham, Company Director. Wandsworth. 
BENJAMIN, DAVIS, tl Ladies’ Hat Manufacturer. Pet. Oct. 30. Ord. Jan. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. High Court. Pet.Jan.5. Ord. Jan. 5. PARRY, HENRY, Great Grimsby. Great Grimsby. Pet. Dec. 6. 
5 Brrcu, G. R., Aylesbury. Canterbury. Pet. Nov. 50. Ord. Ord. Jan. 5. 
London Gazette.—FBiDaY, January 5. | Jan. 6. Pick, JOHN H., Bourne, Lincs., Gangmaster. Peterborough. 
ANDREWS, HAROLD, Walderslade, near Chatham, Builder. | Borrzy, ROBERT, and Borrey, Peter, Crewe, Tripe Dressers. Pet. Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. 6. 
hester. Pet. Dec. 16. Ord. Jan. 1. | Nantwich. Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. RAKUSEN, HYMAN, Leeds, General Merchant. Leeds. Pet. 
BapasrR, WiLiiam H., Sprotborough, Yorks, ge and | Briaas, JoHN W., Lincoln, Glass Dealer. Lincoln. Pet. Jan. 3. Dec. 11. Ord. Jan. 4. 
Butcher. Kingston-u -Hull. Pet. Jan.2. Ord. Jan. 2. Ord. Jan. 3. RICHARDS, GEORGE, Bilston, Staffs., ~~ Victualler. 
BRUNTLETT, JOHN W., Old. Leake, Lincs, Farmer. pa BROOKE, JOHN B., Hove, Motor Garage Proprietor. Brighton. Wolverhampton. Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 
Pet. Dec. 30. Ord. Dec. 30. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4. SANDALL, JOHN H., Derby, Motor Ragincer. Derby. Pet. 
CHILD, WILLIAM, Sutherland-avenue. High Court. Pet.| BookspauM, SOLOMON, Leeds, Master Baker. Leeds. Pet. Jan. 2. Ord. Jan. 2. 
Nov. 16. Ord. Jan. 2. | Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3. SLATER, JoHN T., Burnley, Sweets and Tobacco Dealer. 
CLEMENTS, MAURICE A., ‘Basinghall-st., Woollen Merchants. | BurieR, THomas K., Blackpool, Gueeee House-keeper. Burnley. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4. 
High Court. Pet. Jan. 2. Ord. Jan. 2. Blackpool. Pet. Jan. 5 . Ord. Jan. SMITH, WILLIAM H., Folkestone, Boot Maker. Canterbury. 
COLVILLE, ROBERT of Oakhill, “Somerset, Schoolmaster. | Cyarr, Maurice A. E. G., and Carr, CyriL, Hardware Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. 
Wells. Pet. Jan. 2. Ord. Jan. 2. Merchants. Banbury. Pet. Dec. 22. Ord. Jan. 5. SNADDON, JOHN H., Nottingham, Draper. Nottingham. 
CoULBECK, THOMAS W., Great No i Fish Merchant. | Cqgxnp, WILLIAM H., Worthing, Auctioneer. Brighton. Pet. Jan. 2. Ord. Jan. 6. 
Great Grimsby. Pet.Jan.1. Ord. J | Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan STIRLING, 8. W., Pulborough. High Court. Pet. Aug. 24, 
Crvct, DOMINIOO, Aberdare, Confectioner. Aberdare. | (Cookson, Warne f.. ior, Market Gardener. Dewsbury. Ord. Jan. 4. 
Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. J SWALES, ROBERT, Fleetwood, Lancs., Watchmaker and 
Curtis, Hilvry W., Allerthorpe, near Melbourne, Yorks, | Cooper, HARVEY dD. “plackley, Manchester, Commercial Fruiterer. Blackpool. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4. 
Farmer. York. Pet. Dec. 16. Ord. Jan. 2. Clerk. Manchester. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4. THOMAS, FREDERICK H., and EVANS, WALTER E., Swansea, 
FawceTT, ARTHUR, General Dealer. Leeds. Pet. | Dawson, ALFRED J., Kensington Gardens-square. High Electrical Engineers. Swansea. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4, 
Jan. 1." Ord. Jan. 1 | Court. Pet. Nov. 15. Ord. Jan. 2. UNDERWOOD & Pat, Sheffield, Earthenware Merchants. 
FisHeR, H. M., Great Saint Helens, Timber Merchant. | gartsroneE, WILLIAM R., Crumlin, Monmouth, Miner.| Sheffield, Pet. Dec. 15. Ord. Jan. 5. 
High Court. Pet. Nov. 24. Ord. Jan | Newport (Mon.). Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. WALTON, James B., Herne Hill. High Court. Pet. Nov. 15. 
GRACE, ‘w-5 Pendleton, Be | ot Salford. Pet. | EDWARDS, JAMES, Builder and Contractor, Sale. Manchester. Ord. Jan. 4. 
Jan. 2. Ord. Jan. 2. | Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4 Watrs, CHARLES H., Nelson. Pontypridd. Pet. Jan. 3 


Hadlow, Joun W., Littlebourne, Kent, Cartage Contractor, FAIRBURN, FREDERICK, and Hoouey, Jouy H., Wolverton, Ord. Jan. 3. 
Canterbury. Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3. | Bucks, Drapers. Northampton. Pet. Dec. 15. Ord. Jan. 4. WNAMAKERS, Monument-st., General Merchants. High 
HIBBARD, ARTHUR, Brampton-en-le-Morthen, Yorks, Inn- | Gray, GEORGE, Gedney, Lacole, Fruit Grower. King’s | Court. Pet. Dec. 11. Ord. Jan. 4. 


keeper and Farmer. Sheffield. Pet. Jan. 2. Ord. Jan. 2. Lynn. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4 ; WILKES, FREDERICK E., Webheath, near Redditch, Milk 
Horswoop, WILLIAM, Horsington, Lincoln, Farmer. Lincoln. | panpeR, NORMAN L., Crewe, Merchant. Nantwich. Pet.) Vendor’s Manager. Birmingham. Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan.5. 
Pet. Jan. 1. Ord. Jan. 1. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. WINDHAM, CLAUDE S.. Victoria-st. High Court. Pet. Oct. 6. 


JouNsON, GORGE, Stoneleigh, near Coventry, Grocer. | pigiam, FREDERICK T., Queen Vietoria- at., Fishmonger. Ged. Jan. 4. 
Coventry. Pet.Jan.1. Ord. Jan. 1. | High Court. Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 
eh Bay me Sy — Br tee | Hix, STANLEY, Wingland, Lincoln, ‘Smalihokder. King’s 
Hertford. Pet. Dec. 18. Ord. Dec. 30 | “Lynn, Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. Jan. 4. eens 
LatHAEN, ERNEST 8S., Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Buiter, +] HOBBS, ALEXANDER E., Havant, Hants, Builder. Ports- 
Newoastle-upon-Tyne.' Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. Dec. 2 | mouth. Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 
LowDEN, MARK, is 7 Estate Agent. Wakefield. | Hones, HENRY R., Bow, E.3, Cap Maker. High Court. 

. Dee. 1. Ord. Jan | Pet. Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. €. 








Mages, Epaar, Ianhilcth, Mon. Newport (Mon.). Pet. | RD, FREDERICK N., Hitchin, Contractor and Coal 
| A. | BYferchant. Latton. Pet.Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 
MoMoNN, veus > ¢. oy WUE, Dentist. Greenwich. | yoypaeres, ENOCH H., Leicester, Coal Dealer. Leicester. QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C 
Pet, Deo _ _ Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. 6. c, 
Moumk, Eawust, Flint. Chester. Pet. Dec. 15. Ord. | jaan, Gene, Dewsbury, Sausage Skin Manufacturer. The largest Hospital of its kind. 
Jan. 2. Dewsbury. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4 The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
Nawron, WILLIAM, Fishtoft, Lincs, Farmer. Boston. Pet.| yongs, Gxuo., Hackney, Grocer. High Court. Pet. Nov. 30. extent, upon legacies for maintenance. 
Deo. 90. Ord. Deo. | _ Ord. Jan. 3. ed Those desiring to provide Annuities 
NoRouivrR, JOuN, and NORCLIFFE, GEORGE A., Barkisland, | Jonzs, J. 0., Soho, Theatrical Contractor. High Court. ser relatives or felends erecshed bo end Ser pastion- 
_? Cattle ‘Dealers. Halifax. Pet. Jan. 1. Ord: | Pet. Dec. 1. Ord. Jan. 3 1 eianiiiienaisiid sage oe DONATIONS © YING LIFE 
JOYCE, SAMUEL R., Birming 1am , Coal Merchant. Birmingham. ANNUITIBS FU 
Parsons, WILLIAM H., Abertillery, Innkeeper. Tredegar. Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. THE EARL OF HARROWBY, T we 
Pet. Dec. 29. Ord. Dec. 29. LrrTMAN, ALFRED, Jewin-<t., Warehouseman. High Court. reasu: 





ROWLEY, ALBERT J., Chiswick, Paint ae An ae Manu- 
facturer. Brentford. Pet. Jan.1. Ord. J 
Story, JoHN C., Scarborough, Manufacturing Confectioner. 


ntti ars, Deon rymwe. re. | ARDMAY HOTEL 


Jan.1. Ord. Jan. 1 
WarkINSON, WitaM, Bolton, ~« % and Potato Dealer. Wosvurn Piace, W.C.1. 
Bedroom with Breakfast, Bath and Attendance, from 


Preston. Pet. Jan, 2. Ord. Jan 
WenmaN, Percy, Leeds, _ t 1 Agent. Leeds. wo Terms on pension 10/6 perday. No extras. 


Pet. Nov. 27. Ord. Jan. 3. 











t.Jan.1. Ord. Jan. 1. all 
Seven. JosePH, Sunderland 7. oe Lecturer. | bm gy at pA oes _ pe mali roons, 
Sunderland. Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. J t hot water. Night 






3, PENTON PLACE, 


King’s X (Met. Rly.) W.C.1. 


Amended Notice substituted for that ‘published in the 979 ast m “—y um. 

London Gazette of Dec. 22, 1 : “ 
Voss, ARTHUR, Nottingham, Yarn siethent. Nottingham. Tolographhlo Address: : “YAMDRA, WEST CENT.” 
Pet. Dec.5. Ord. Dec 


THE LICENSES AND GENERAL 
INSURANCE CO., LTD., 


| Fire, Rardiery, Lows al Profit, Employers’, 
ae Fidelity, Glass, Motor, Public Liability, etc. 


—— 







































LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING “MATTERS. 


Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of Licensed Property settled by 


INSURANCE. Counsel will be sent on application. 


[_tnronmarion waite: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.2. 


















































— 
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NOW READY. 


HANDBOOK 


GIVING 


TABLES OF ESTATE, PROBATE, STAMP 
AND COMPANIES’ DUTIES, AND 
REGISTRATION FEES IN VARIOUS 
OFFICES, WITH NOTES AS TO 
FORMS AND OFFICIAL 
REQUIREMENTS. 


BY 


T. A. SEABROOK. 


Price 5s., or by Post 5s. 5d. 








The Solicitors’ Law Stationery 
Society, Limited, 


22, Cuancery Lang, W.C.2. 49, Beprorp Row, W.C.1. 
27 & 28, WaLBROOK E.C.4 45, TOTHILL Street, §.W.1. 
15, Hanover Srrezet, W.1. 


THE EAST LONDON CHURCH FUN 
APPEALS 
A LIVING WAGE 


FOR 


THE ASSISTANT CLERGY AND WORKERS 


IN 
EAST LONDON. 
Help by Legacy greatly valued. 


The Secretary, 
33, Bedji wd Square, W.C.1. 











The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society, Ltd., 


Deeds of Arrangement Act 


1914. 





Deeds of Assignment for the benefit 
of Creditors, with or without Com- 
mittee of Inspection, settled by 
Mr. T. CYPRIAN WILLIAMS, LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law . 

Forms for registration and for the 
use of Trustees as prescribed by the 
Full list of 
on application. 


Rules kept in stock. 
Forms post free 





22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.2. 


77-28, Walbrook, E.C.4. 49, Bedford Row, W.C.1. 
45, Tothill Street, 8.W.1. 15, Hanover Street, W.1. 














SAVE THE CHILDREN. 


CHILDREN’S AID SOCIETY, 


President: LorD ABERDARE. 
2,000 saved from misery or 


distress yearly. 


Bankers: Messrs. BaRcLAYs BANK, Lrp., 95 Victoria 
Street, 8.W.1. 
Office: Victoria House, 117, Victoria Street, 8.W.1. 


Secretary: ARTHUR J. 8. MADDISON. 





SPURGEON’S ORPHAN HOMES, 


TOCKWELL, LONDON, 


CHILD 
C. H. Spurgeon. No votes required. most needy 
and "deserving case are slocad by the Commitee of 


Contetbutios shouldbe sent to the Seretary, ¥ 
"Landon, 8. 




















Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE AND RAVENSCROFT. 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1680, 


ROBE 
MAKERS 


SOLICITORS’ 3 GOWNS. 


Wigs for Re gistrars, Town Clerks & Coroners. 


83 & 94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON W.C.2. 
KERR & LANHAM, 


Law Stationers and Lay Agents. 





eee BRIEFS, DRAFTS AND DEEDS 
PIED AND ENGROSSED. 


COUNTRY > ene RECEIVE SPECIAL ATTENTION. 


16, Furnivat Sr., Horsorn, E.C. 





— INCOMES. — HOMES FURNISHED 
on an equitable system of DEFERRED PAYMENT, 
specially adapted for those with fixed incomes who do not 
wish to disturb investments. stock in the 
world to select from. All goods delivered free by Ma; 
own Motor Service direct to customers’ residences in 
six counties.—Write for —?— rm to MAPLE. & CO., 
Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 























6 Mend Solicitor can secure for his clients many 

seemingly small but actually important 
advantages when drawing leases or settling 
specifications. Solicitors are the guardians of 
property ; paint is its preserver. 


White Lead! ]Paimts 
Why 


the Solicitor should specify their use in 
all repairing leases, etc. Use the precedent: 
*4* with coats of good oil and white lead 
paint in a proper and workmanlike manner.” 





iv. Consistency : They are 
of consistent quality, 
and the painter knows 
them; defective work 
will not be excused by 
defective paint. 


i. Low Initial Cost: Few 
coats are needed and 
labour costs are low. 


ii. Durability: They resist 
weathering better than 
any other paint and 
so preserve property 


longer . Reliability: You can 


rely upon them and 
know that they will 
preserve a_ client's 
property longer than 
any other pigment. 


iii. Repainting : They form 
ideal bases for sub- 
sequent repainting ; 
again saving labour. 


Specify WHITE LEAD PAINTS. 





























The Solicitors’ Law Stationery 
Society, Limited. 





LAW WRITING, ENGROS- 
SING and TYPEWRITING 
PLANS LITHOGRAPHED 
COLOURED & MOUNTED 











22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.2. 
29, Walbrook, E.C.4. 49, Bedford Row, WC.1. 
Abbey House, S.W.1. 15, Hanover Street, W.1. 


All work executed on own premises. Country orders ty return wie post. 


TEMPORARY 
SHORTHAND ‘TYPISTS 


(With or without Machines) supplied by the 
Hour, Day or Week at Reasonable Charges. 








104-7, Fetter Lane, E.C.¢4. 


HOLBORN 1403. 


Apply : 


‘PHONE: 

















